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DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION

Location, Length, and Termini

The Idaho Transportation Department (ITD) proposes to improve approximately 14 miles of
Idaho 16 from the junction of State SH 44 (SH 44) (mile post [MP] 0.000) north to SH 52,
South Washington Avenue (MP 13.927) in Emmett (figures 1 and 2). The entire length of
Idaho 16 from SH 44 to SH 52 was studied and represents a stand-alone project; as such
SH 44 and SH 52 are the logical termini.

Independent Utility

The COMPASS regional model was used to review various scenarios of alternatively widening
Idaho 16 and SH 44 and evaluating the impact of each one. The modeling shows that
widening either Idaho 16 or SH 44 alone does not appear to require a corresponding widening
of the other roadway. This indicates that the Idaho 16 improvement project has independent
utility.

Description

The environmental document for the Idaho 16 Improvement Study incorporates by reference
environmental documentation on four related projects in the corridor. Those projects consist
of Freezeout Hill South Passing Lanes (MP 7.5-MP 10.0), Firebird Raceway Passing Lanes
MP 3.5-MP 4.8), Freezeout Hill Passing Lanes (MP 10.0-MP 12.2), and Idaho 16, Intersection
Substation Road Near Emmett.

Approximately 400 acres of right-of-way (ROW) will be acquired for the total build out of the
project. However, the ROW acres estimated in this document reflect the most current design
and are subject to change in the final ROW negotiation processes.

The Idaho 16 improvement project will be conducted in multiple phases of ROW acquisition
and facilities construction. ITD projects that ROW for this action will be purchased over a
period of ten years. To take advantage of available funding, construction to widen Idaho 16
will occur in several phases.

Frontage and backage roads will be built only to control and preserve access. Where no
access is needed at this time, frontage and backage roads will not be built; however, the ROW
for those areas will be acquired and preserved for future construction. Development will
determine when these sections of roads are constructed. The future construction cost of these
segments will be the responsibility of the developer(s) needing access to Idaho 16.

Environmental Assessment
Idaho 16 Improvement Study 1
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DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION

Existing access will be incorporated as improvements are built. Temporary access will be
allowed in the interim period; however, these accesses will be realigned as part of future
programmed projects. Only frontage roads are proposed on the north end of the project—
where there is currently no development. ITD plans to buy adequate ROW to accommodate
these roads. A combination of frontage and backage roads are proposed on the south end of
the project—only to the extent required to replace existing Idaho 16 access.

Major Design Features

The proposed project consists of replacing the existing two-lane road with a four-lane, divided
highway using Type IV access control. Under Type IV access, the minimum spacing
requirement is 2,640 feet (0.5 mile) in urban areas and 5,280 feet (1 mile) in rural areas. The
current ITD access policy states that access control on all segments of the State Highway
System shall be upgraded to match the most current functional classification while utilizing
joint use approaches and developing frontage and backage roads. Safe accommodation for
bicycle and pedestrian traffic will be provided as required by federal regulations. This section
describes the Preferred Alternative as shown in figure 3.

The Preferred Alternative will maintain the existing Idaho 16 alignment and will be widened
from 28 feet to 72 to 92 feet. From SH 44 to Substation Road, the project will include four 12-
foot travel lanes, 10-foot shoulders, and a 4-foot median (figure 4). The AASHTO Green Book
states that:

“desirably, a vehicle stopped on the shoulder should clear the edge of the traveled
way by at least 1 ft, and preferably 2 ft. This preference has led to the adoption of
10 ft as the normal shoulder width that should be provided along high-type
facilities.” (AASHTO 2001)

In addition, safety concerns along Idaho 16 coupled with number of farm and wide recreational
vehicles ITD determined that 10- foot shoulders will provide drivers with more area of refuge
along the traveled way. From Substation Road to SH 52, the road will include four 12-foot
travel lanes, 8-foot shoulders, 6-foot sidewalks on both sides, and a 14-foot median. All
existing access points to Idaho 16 from Substation Road to SH 52 will be maintained due to
the highway'’s urban nature, and no frontage or backage roads will be provided in this section.
For the rest of Idaho 16, frontage/backage roads will be 32 feet wide, with two 12-foot travel
lanes and 4-foot shoulders.

Intersection improvements will be made at all intersecting roadways with the addition of turn
lanes. All crossings will be at-grade intersections, with the exception of Cherry Lane/Sand
Hollow Road, which will be improved to a new diamond interchange.

Environmental Assessment
4 Idaho 16 Improvement Study

wi\2-80-02058\EA\EA_FHWA resubmit (7/13/04) kap



Location

|

W FLOATING TEXTHER AD

Mddetcn Canal NS,
T Sl L_JJ A7
II W LR il \
[} T
I
rf

Canyon County

LEGEND

[l Mile Post

/" Road Network

ad Intermittent Stream/Creek

/.-""‘\ -/ County Boundary

i End Termini

/" state Highway 16
/"\/ Frontage/Backage Roads -—--———!

! | Other ITD Projects
in this EA

Incorporated Area

7
7N~ Canals

N Railroad

|
F_CRYSTAL SPANGS |
|
!

Pollard Ditch

W FLOATING FEATHER @D

"

W HARTCEY Ry

T _._’_:;__’-'-
‘ Little Gu_l[.:h Creek _' PR

T

W HOMEFR LI

—_—

_I/J Big Gulch Creek

Ada County

Freezgout Hill South
Passing Lanes

roject Limits

Post 7.5 10 10.0

W
e

Wiikarss Ra

i

Emmett

Senvce Aws § JusaLn

H
:nrfﬁ

Aunog epy
Munoo wen

§ TR E _.v-'"_L'

| - . 3
| " 1; z l\ 2 5 Moliatt Ave
\ ¥ N
i !
u I

2]

i

"\.

3
§
=
g
Bivmis

Freezeout Hill

Passing Lanes

Project Limits
Mile Post 10.0 to 12.2

[t
i J

Substation)Intersection

Scale 1:50,000
1 Inch represents 0.789 Miles
Date: April 7, 2003
Revision Date: June 26, 2004

0 0.5 1
5 Miles

UTM Projection, Zone 11
Datumn: NAD27

@

This MAP ts for general planning purposes only, and is subject to updates

and changes. Any user shoukd check wilh the Idaho Transportation Department
prior lo use 10 be sure that the data shown is current  Because af the scale of
this map, any user should nat rely on it for the exact defindion of any boundary
or division line shown on said map.

This MAF is based on information from numerous sources and the ACCUracy

ol which in not guaranieed by the Idaho Transporiation Cepartment. The ldaho
Transp ion D is not and shall not be liable 1o the user
for damages of any kind arising from the data or information shown of this map.

Figure 3:

Project Location Map with the Preferred Alternative

Idaho 16 Improvement Study
5



™ MINIMLUIN

e B .

PROPOSED FRONTAGE OR BACKAGE ROAD PROPOSED IDAHO 16 PROPOSED FRONTAGE OR BACKAGE ROAD
IDAHO 44 TO SUBSTATION ROAD IDAHO 44 TO SUBSTATION ROAD IDAHO 44 TO SUBSTATION ROAD
& &
| |
az ; 5
L3 12 12 4 " 1 " i 5 i 0‘1._| P

PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS PROPOSED IDAHO 16
OR BACKAGE ROADS SUBSTATION ROAD TO IDAHO 52

Scale 1:500,000
1 Inch represents 7.89 Miles
Date: April 7, 2003
Revision Dats: August 18, 2004

&

This MAF Is for ganaral planning purposas only, and is subject to updates . 4
Figure 4:

and changes. Any user should check with the |daho Transportation Department
[priar 1o use fo be sure that the data shown is cument. Because of the scale of

Lt:;m;;am.u:;:mhaon:d£ rr:iy';onn for the exact definition of any boundary Typ ical R Oadway Section

This MAP is baged on information from numercus sources and the accuracy

of which in not quaranlsod by the ldaho Transportation Deparment, The ldahe

Ti W is mot and shall not be Hable to the use fdaho 16 l‘irnp‘ro""e""]‘,."ent SrUdy
for damages of any kind arising from the data or infermation shown of this map 7




DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION

Safe accommodation for bicycle and pedestrian traffic will be provided on this project as
required by 23 CFR 652. As indicated above, sidewalks will be provided on the segment from
Substation Road to SH 52 along with 8-foot shoulders. Bicycle traffic will use the shoulder
along this segment. For the segment from SH 44 to Substation Road, the 10-foot shoulders
will provide ample room to accommodate both pedestrians and bicycle traffic. The Idaho 16
and SH 44 intersection area is an established urban area without frontage roads. Therefore,
the current proposal follows Ada County Highway District Ada County Highway Department’s
(ACHD) policy, but allows curb, gutter and sidewalk to be incorporated along the frontage
roads as development occurs. According to ACHD's policy, developments with any buildable
lot that is less than 1 acre in size will typically provide streets having a minimum pavement
width of 32 feet with curb, gutters, and sidewalks.

ITD will acquire the ROW needed to widen the mainline and preserve a corridor for future
frontage/backage roads. Future development will determine when these roads are built.

The environmental assessment for the Idaho 16 Improvement Study will be an umbrella
document and incorporates by reference three projects listed below that do not require
additional ROW and share the same footprint as the Idaho 16 Improvement Study (figure 3).

A fourth related project, Freezeout Hill Passing Lanes, will require additional ROW and the
impacts documented in a Categorical Exclusion (CE) prepared for that project are incorporated
in this EA (figure 3). The Freezeout Hill Passing Lane CE is currently being updated to reflect
modifications. All projects will occur in phases as part of Idaho 16 improvements. All
discussions of affected area, impacts, and mitigation measures include these areas as well.
The ultimate roadway configuration for Idaho 16 will not exceed four lanes.

Idaho 16, Intersection Substation Road Near Emmett
STP-3330(606), Key 8238, (Environmental Review and Permitting In Process)

This project proposes to widen Idaho 16 near the Substation Road intersection to provide two
travel lanes and a left-turn lane for the eastbound approach and one travel lane, a left-turn lane,
and a right-turn lane for the westbound approach. East of the Substation Road intersection, two
eastbound travel lanes and one westbound travel lane are provided. This project may be
constructed in the summer of 2004. Minimal ROW was obtained to construct this project. It is
currently programmed with 2004 funds and construction is expected to begin in 2004.

Freezeout Hill Passing Lanes
STP-3330(102), Key 8082, (NEPA Categorical Exclusion)

Work on this project consists of widening Idaho 16 from MP 10.0 (Old Freezeout Hill Road) to
MP 12.561 (Substation Road). The project purpose is to add a passing/climbing lane in each
direction through the project limits and add an interchange at the intersection of Cherry
Lane/Sand Hollow Road. Left-turn lanes will be added at the Freezeout Hill Overlook and at
Old Freezeout Hill Road. The level of service will be raised to “A”. The existing bridge at the
Black Canyon Canal will be replaced. The existing shoulders will be widened to AASHTO
Standards. In conjunction with the widening, the slopes will be no steeper than 1:1.6 and will
be revegetated to reduce erosion and increase slope stability. From the Black Canyon Canal
to the Substation Road intersection, an urban typical section is recommended. This was done
to minimize the ROW impacts to the subdivision on the south side of the highway through this

Environmental Assessment
8 Idaho 16 Improvement Study
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DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION

area. If a rural typical section is used, it will require approximately 25 feet of ROW from
properties on both sides of the highway through this area.

Also, it was determined that the pavement will need to be reconstructed. This will also
facilitate reconstruction of the 7.6% superelevation to the standard 6.0% for the curve on the
north end of the project.

Several alternatives were evaluated for the intersection of Cherry Lane/Sand Hollow Road
including: closing the intersection, allowing right-in/right-out only, providing an
overpass/underpass, or constructing an interchange. Through several public meetings held in
conjunction with the Idaho 16 Corridor Study and through coordination with Gem County, it
was determined that an interchange should be constructed at this intersection.

Additional ROW will be necessary to construct this project. This project is not currently
programmed but is in predevelopment.

Firebird Raceway Passing Lanes
STP-3330(103), Key 8429, (NEPA Categorical Exclusion)

The project proposes to build passing lanes on each side of the existing roadway. The
northbound passing lane will begin just north of the Hillsdale Subdivision entrance (MP 3.75)
and run north for approximately 1.2 miles. The southbound passing lane will begin at the end
of the acceleration lane from Firebird Raceway (MP 5.15) and extend south approximately 1.4
miles to the Hillsdale Subdivision entrance. A CE has been approved for this project and the
associated impacts are incorporated into this document. Additional ROW will not be obtained
to construct this project. It is currently programmed with 2004 funds and construction is
expected to begin in 2004.

Freezeout Hill South Passing Lanes
STP-3330(104), Key 8433

This project is currently in the conceptual phase and a detailed description is not available.
However, the project proposes to widen Idaho 16 from two lanes to four lanes and to tie into the
Freezeout Hill Passing Lanes Project at MP 9.5. This project is the same footprint as proposed
in the Idaho 16 project and therefore this EA quantifies this project’s impacts. Additional ROW
will not be obtained to construct this project. It is currently programmed with 2006 funds.

Construction Schedule and Project Phasing

Construction of roadway improvements covered in this EA for the Idaho 16 Improvement study
will occur after the four phases described earlier are completed and funding has been
obtained. ldentifying and acquiring the necessary ROW for the full corridor build-out is a
primary objective of the Idaho 16 Improvement Study. Purchasing ROW within the 14-mile
corridor is programmed to begin with 2005 funds and is projected to take up to 10 years.

Environmental Assessment
Idaho 16 Improvement Study 9
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PURPOSE AND NEED

Purpose

The purpose of this project is to meet capacity and safety requirements on Idaho 16, from its
intersection with SH 44 to SH 52 in Emmett, based on the projected 2030 traffic volumes, and
to preserve Idaho 16 access and function as a principal arterial.

Need
Improvements to Idaho 16 for highway safety and capacity are needed to:

+ Bring Idaho 16 up to current standards

+ Alleviate congestion by providing adequate capacity and level of service for 2030 traffic

+ Evaluate existing and future accesses according to the current ITD Access Policy

+ Consolidate existing accesses

Environmental Assessment

10 Idaho 16 Improvement Study
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ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION

Alternatives Considered but Rejected

A primary goal of the Idaho 16 Improvement Study was corridor preservation. A “corridor” is
defined as “the path of a transportation facility that already exists or may be built in the future.”
The American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials defines corridor
preservation as “a concept utilizing the coordinated application of various measures to obtain
control of or otherwise protect the right-of-way for a planned transportation facility.” Some
objectives of corridor preservation include: prevent inconsistent development; minimize or
avoid environmental, social, and economic impacts from future transportation projects; reduce
displacement; prevent the foreclosure of desirable location options; aliow for the orderly
assessment of impacts; permit orderly project development; reduce costs; and others.
Alternatives not recommended for reasons pertaining to their excessive cost, insufficient
operating speed, or inability to provide the required access control. These alternatives, which
thus failed to meet the purpose and need of the project were not carried forward for
environmental evaluation.

Initially, ITD evaluated two basic alternatives for the idaho 16 corridor, each with two options,
plus the No-Action Alternative. These alternatives are illustrated in figure 5 and were
presented to the public in the Spring 2003 brochure. The brochure also invited the public to
learn more about the alternatives and give comments at a public open house on Tuesday,
April 8 at the Eagle Christian Church, 7695 W. State Street in Eagle from 4 to 8 p.m. Each
preliminary alternative is described briefly below:

+ Alternative 1: This alternative was designed to improve the existing Idaho 16
alignment to meet current standards. A four-lane section will be built from State Street
to Substation Road to SH 52. The concept of this alternative was carried forward,
however the following design options were eliminated.

1A will provide frontage1 roads parallel to Idaho 16 from State Street to Jackass Guich
Road (figure 5). These frontage roads will run alongside Idaho 16 where the
topography allows. Existing roads are used as frontage roads where possible. Most
of the frontage road length will not be needed until development occurs. Developers
are expected to pay much of the frontage road construction costs.

1B will provide backage roads parallel to Idaho 16 from State Street to Jackass Guich
Road. Existing roads and paths are used as backage roads when possible (figure 5).
The backage roads are spaced a minimum of 660 feet from Idaho 16 unless the

1. This document uses two specialized terms: frontage and backage roads. Frontage roads generally parallel the highway
and deliver local traffic to limited controlled access points (intersections) on the highway. Frontage roads are typically within
100 feet or less of the highway. Backage roads are similar, but are farther away, behind potential future roadside
development. On this project, backage roads extend as far away as 1,800 feet from the highway.

Environmental Assessment
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ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION

topography requires otherwise. Developers are expected to pay much of the backage
road construction costs.

These design options were rejected because trying to keep the setback distances the
same for a continuous frontage (Option 1A) or backage (Option 1B) road system
produced environmental impacts associated with ROW required in areas where the
option did not utilize existing county and local roads to minimize impacts. Such
impacts were recognized in the area of farmland parcels being divided and large cuts
and excavation associated with areas in rolling terrain. Also, these options limited
opportunities to minimize impacts to wetlands and floodplains because of design
constraints.

Alternative 2: This alternative proposed a new Idaho 16 alignment from mile post
(MP) 0.0 to approximately MP 3.5. From near MP 3.5, a new highway will run south to
State Street about 0.25 mile west of the existing SH 44 intersection. This section will
take out the curves on the southern end of Idaho 16 near MP 3.5. The current Idaho
16 will be used as a backage road to the east, while Pollard Lane will serve as a
backage road on the west side of Idaho 16. Four lanes will be constructed from State
Street to Substation Road and five lanes from Substation Road to SH 52.

2A will provide frontage roads parallel to Idaho 16 from State Street to Jackass Gulch
Road (figure 5). These frontage roads will run alongside Idaho 16 where the
topography allows and will use existing roads where possible. Most of the frontage
road length will not be needed until development occurs. Developers are expected to
pay much of the frontage road construction costs.

2B will provide backage roads paraliel to Idaho 16 from State Street to Jackass Gulch ! |
Road (figure 5). Existing roads and paths will be used as backage roads when

possible. The backage roads are spaced a minimum of 660 feet from Idaho 16 unless |
the topography requires otherwise. Most of the backage roads will not be needed until
development occurs. Developers are expected to pay for much of the backage road
construction costs.

This alternative and its design options were eliminated due to its greater environmental
impacts to wetlands, historic structures, and farm parcels. The section of the alternative
with the new alignment presented numerous problems for access to the existing Idaho
Power substation. It also did not conform to the trends of land use modifications and
area of impact changes in the souther portion of the corridor. Also, the community
cohesion impacts voiced against this alternative from stakeholders indicated impacts
would occur to future development in the path of this alternative and its design options.

12

Environmental Assessment
Idaho 16 Improvement Study

w'\2-80-02058\EA\EA FHWA recubmit {7/12/04) kar



Alternative 1A

LEGEND
/\\/ Existing S.H.
16 Alignment

2Ny // Alternative 1A

ﬁlternative1B L’“’\Ljul ) C /—-/\F\J\f% ﬁ

i e e

Alternative 1B

N
/\/ Alternative 2A
RS

Alternative 2A

[ 1

4

51 ¢ 1 e

- i i 3 Scale 1;100,000
|| . \ 1 Inch rapresents 1.58 Miles
A | 1 | N Date: April 7, 2003

z —T 1 Revision Date: June 30, 2004

4] 0.5 1 2
? Miles

i T ' \'.. UTM Projection, Zone 11
5 ] s ¥ A Datum: NAD27

“ \ \ P I- N —

This MAP is fior general planning purposes anly, and is subject to Updates

and changes, Any user shoukd check with the Idaha Transportation Department
prior 1o use lo be sure thal the data shown s current. Because of the scale of
this map. any user showld not rely on # for the exact defintion of any boundary
or division line shown on said map,

Figure 5:
S sy e T S o Project Location Map with the Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B

lar damages of any kind arising from the data or information shown of this map

Idaho 16 Improvement Study
13



ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION

The Preferred Alternative

An important part of the screening process was public involvement (see the Public
Involvement and Coordination section and Appendix D for details). To involve the public, ITD
created a task force composed of individuals with interest and a stake in the project. Public
meetings were also held to inform the public of the various alternatives and get feedback on
concerns and support for the project. This process led to the development of the preferred
alternative in response to comments and concerns expressed by the public regarding
alternatives 1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B. Based on the input from the public, Alternative 1C was
developed combining elements from both alternatives 1 and 2 (figure 3). Alternative 1C will
follow the existing Idaho 16 highway alignment and will have a combination of frontage and
backage roads.

Alternative 1C has these major differences from all other proposed alternatives:
+ Changes the Idaho 16 project to tie into a future SH 44 Corridor Plan
+ Moves a frontage road to avoid affecting the golf course
+ Redesigns the northeast Beacon Light frontage road to tie into Double S Lane
+ Realigns Pollard Lane to line up with Equest Lane, creating a new access
+ Reduces intersections between Chaparral Road and Jackass Gulch Road from 4 to 3
+ Adjusts frontage/backage road design to avoid bisecting properties across from

Firebird Raceway

Environmental resources and constraints evaluated for all alternatives during preliminary
screening were presented to the public at the open houses. Elements considered included:

Wetlands - Recreational properties
Floodplains +  Noise

Farmlands - Water quality
Properties historic canals eligible for the « Hazardous waste sites

National Register of Historic Places

Sensitive plant and animal species - Secondary and cumulative impacts

Resources were identified within a 2,400-foot wide-band from MP 0.0 to MP 10.0 (figure 6).
From MP 10.0 to the intersection of Washington Road, in Emmett, a 500-foot-wide band was
surveyed. The screening corridor was established to allow alternatives to be shifted to avoid
environmental resources and to minimize land use, farmland, and irrigation impacts. Inventory
maps were produced using a Geographic Information System (GIS) to compare the
alternatives. Environmental impacts were compared and summarized (Appendix A).

Environmental Assessment
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ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION

ITD selected Alternative 1C as the Preferred Alternative for the Idaho 16 Improvement Study
based on transportation, safety, environmental considerations, and concerns raised during the
public involvement process. The Preferred Alternative will best satisfy the overall purpose and
need for the project. It will provide increased traffic capacity, reduce congestion, provide
access control, improve level of service, and enhance public safety.

Based on the Environmental Screening evaluation, this is how the Preferred Alternative
compares to the other alternatives considered:

+ Meets the project’s purpose and need.
+ Land Use: Less impact to agricultural and residential properties.
+ Economic: Fewer impacts to local businesses.

+ Natural Environment — T& E Plants: Avoids direct impacts to T&E species and habitat
and has the least impact on state sensitive species as well.

+ Cultural Resources and Historic Properties: Avoids sites on or eligible for the NRHP

In summary, the Preferred Alternative divides the fewest farm parcels, has the least impact on
NRHP resources, and has the least impact on wetlands. It also avoids impacts to endangered
species. Although it has greater impacts on other resources, including floodplains, water
quality, commercial properties, and acres of converted farmland, the ITD District Three Office,
in Boise, has concluded that this alternative best satisfies the purpose and need of the project,
even though some environmental trade-offs will be required.

As described above, ITD has completed a screening analysis of action alternatives in
compliance with NEPA. This EA for the Idaho 16 Corridor Study carries forward one action
alternative, alternative 1C, as the Preferred Alternative for more detailed review. This EA also
considers the No-Action Alternative solely for comparison purposes, since it would not meet
the project’s purpose and need. Following review of this EA, ITD and the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) will adopt a preferred alternative and a make a commitment to mitigate
impacts to the environment. Following review of this EA, FHWA will decide whether or not to
issue a Finding of No Significant Impact.

No-Action Alternative

Under the No-Action Alternative, Idaho 16 will remain a two-lane facility with roadway width
and clear zone distances that do not meet AASHTO standards. The insufficient highway
capacity and uncontrolled access will remain unchanged.

Under the No-Action Alternative Level of Service (LOS) E is predicted for all segments of
ldaho 16 in 2030. Increased traffic congestion will result in increased travel times, associated
economic impacts, and a likely increase in traffic accidents.

Environmental Assessment
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ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION

Air Quality

Under the No-Action Alternative, increased traffic congestion will lead to increased
concentrations of carbon monoxide, PM10 and PM2.5, hydrocarbons and NO,, especially
during the November to March period when temperature inversions are most common.

Noise

Under the No-Action Alternative, noise impacts will be minimal, resulting from maintenance or
possible repairs to the existing roadway. Without widening or other improvements, 2030 noise
levels will exceed the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria of 66 dBA at 36 residences, and 71
dBA at 5 commercial/industrial properties during peak-hour traffic conditions. The No Action
Alternative will affect only one less residence than the Preferred Alternative.

Geology/Soils

Under the No-Action Alternative, clearing, grading, or other land-disturbing activities will not
occur, and, therefore, no impacts will occur.

Wetlands

Under the No-Action Alternative, road construction will not occur, therefore no impacts to
wetlands will occur.

Waterways/Water Quality

Under the No-Action Alternative, road construction will not occur, therefore no impacts to
waterways or water quality will occur.

Vegetation, Wildlife, and Threatened & Endangered Species

Under the No-Action Alternative, road construction will not occur and vegetation and wildlife
will not be affected. Mammals and birds crossing the roadway corridor may be killed or injured
as per existing conditions.

Land Use

Under the No-Action Alternative, residents in the project area will find it increasingly difficult to
access their property as traffic congestion increases. Developers may delay or reduce the
scale of new land development projects, or may choose to develop in other locations where
better transportation access is provided. These impacts could have spin-off economic impacts
on local developers and landowners. Land values and associated tax revenues could decline
with overall adverse impacts to the local and regional economy.

Environmental Assessment
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ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION

Farmland and Irrigation

Under the No-Action Alternative, farmers will find it increasingly difficult to cross Idaho 16 due
to increasing congestion. Transportation costs associated with farming enterprises may
increase, with potential adverse economic impacts. With potential delays, reductions in scale,
or relocation of land development projects, farm families planning on income from land
sales/conversions may be adversely impacted.

Displacements/Relocations

Under the No-Action Alternative, displacements or relocations will not occur.

Environmental Justice

Under the No-Action Alternative, minority or low-income populations will not be affected.

Cultural Resources
Under the No-Action Alternative, properties on or eligible for the National Register of Historic
Places will not be affected.

Hazardous Materials

Under the No-Action Alternative, ground-disturbing activities will not occur and the potential
hazardous wastes at the Emmett Chevron at the corner of Idaho 16 and South Washington
Avenue will not be affected.

Visual Quality

Construction-related visual quality impacts would be limited to any maintenance operations
and would be small in scale compared to those related to constructing the Preferred
Alternative.

Environmental Assessment
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

This section summarizes the environmental analyses conducted for this Environmental
Assessment (EA). The resource areas studied for the EA are consistent with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and implementing regulations, as well as ITD and Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) guidelines. The analyses for most resources considered a
2,400-foot-wide band from MP 0.0 to MP 10.0 and a 500-foot-wide band from MP 10.0 to the
intersection of Washington Road, in Emmett. However, the analysis area does vary for some
resources. For example, when observing economic conditions, it is useful to look at Gem
County in its entirety. As described in the section on alternatives, many public workshops
were held to refine the project alternatives. This process resulted in selection of the proposed
action (preferred alternative), which is discussed in detail in this section. This section
discusses each resource and its current condition and describes the impacts of the Proposed
Action. Impacts describe both those during construction and those from the operation of the
project. Impacts during construction are both temporary and permanent. These result from
clearing, grading, constructing new frontage and backage roads, and modifying existing
sections of the alignment as proposed by this action. Impacts during operation are those after
construction has occurred and sections of Idaho 16 are modified with additional lanes and
frontage and backage roads. Potential impacts during operation would be increased traffic
noise or additional runoff from new impervious surfaces. To identify and quantify impacts,
conceptual-level plans were used to convert the planning-level project description into a three-
dimensional template. This level of detail was needed to be able to understand the potential
impacts of the Proposed Action. Efforts were made to minimize right-of-way impacts and
encroachment into wetlands, historic structures, and floodplains. The engineers and
designers took environmental constraints into account throughout the design process looking
first to avoid the impact, second minimize the impact, and third provide mitigation for the
impact. It is anticipated that additional opportunities for impact minimization will be available in
the process of taking the preliminary plans to the more detailed level of actual engineering
plans for construction. Therefore, the magnitude of project impacts described in this section is
expected to be a “worst-case” scenario. Appropriate mitigation has been identified to address
these impacts.

Traffic and Level of Service
Studies and Coordination

Existing and proposed traffic conditions in the Idaho 16 corridor are known from data collected
by ITD, COMPASS (Community Planning Association of Southwest Idaho), and the design
team. Traffic forecasts for 2025 were provided by COMPASS and adapted to develop 2030
forecasts by applying a 2.9 percent growth rate (WIS 2003).

20
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
TRAFFIC AND LEVEL OF SERVICE

Methodology
Existing AADT and Turning Movement Counts

The daily counts were used as base year AADT data by applying a seasonal factor to the
collected volumes. The ITD Planning Division supplied the seasonal factor. In addition, the
design team requested additional traffic data outputs from the Regional COMPASS model.
The goal was to determine if the widening of Idaho 16 also compels widening SH 44. The
COMPASS regional model was used to review various scenarios of alternatively widening one
corridor or the other and evaluating the impact of each one. The COMPASS model runs were
also used to determine any changes in local travel patterns linked with widening Idaho 16.

Highway Capacity Software version 4.1c was used to develop level of service at the
intersections and for the segments of Idaho 16.

Design Year 2030

ITD determined the design year as two years from the program year for construction plus 20
years. This designated 2030 as the design year. The COMPASS model can only forecast
traffic to the year 2025. A 2.9% growth rate was used to forecast traffic from 2025 to the year
2030. This rate is based on the 2001 and 2025 COMPASS model projections. Turning
movement percentages were calculated using the existing count intersection directional data.

Affected Environment

Between SH 44 and SH 52, Idaho 16 is a rural principal arterial. Existing travel patterns on
ldaho 16 are characterized as a commuting route between Emmett and Boise as well as
servicing pockets of rural and agricultural development along the 14-mile corridor. Several
local, collector, and minor arterial east-west roadways within the project corridor are used to
move traffic from the surrounding areas onto Idaho 16. Generally, the project corridor
experiences moderate to heavy commuting traffic volumes with destinations to regional
employment centers in Ada County.

A major concern voiced by many citizens is the amount of traffic originating outside Ada
County and its effect on congestion and transportation needs in Ada County. In 1990, non-
Ada County residents contributed only 9 percent of the total work trips for Ada County.

Access control is a tool that can be used to control future development along highways and
local roads. The ITD board has the legislative power to direct the purchase access rights to
the connecting roadways. Idaho 16 generally has two travel lanes and a typical section that
varies from 28 to 32 feet in width. Existing direct access will be incorporated as improvements
are built. Temporary access will be allowed in the interim; however, these accesses will be
realigned as part of future programmed projects.

Environmental Assessment
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
TRAFFIC AND LEVEL OF SERVICE

Road System

The road system in the site vicinity is described below:

*

Idaho 16 is a north-south, two-lane facility that is classified as rural principal arterial
between SH 44 and SH 52. Idaho 16 is posted for a speed limit of 65 mph between
SH 44 and MP 10 (Roadway to Pearl), 55 mph from MP 10 to Substation Road, and
50 mph from Substation Road to SH 52. Only the intersections with SH 44 and SH 52
are controlled by signals.

At the intersection of SH 44, Idaho 16 has both left-turn and right-turn lanes.

At the intersection with Substation Rd., Idaho 16 approaches have a left-turn lane, a
through lane, and a right-turn lane.

At the SH 52 intersection, the east and west approaches of Idaho 16 have a left-turn
lane and a through lane. Also, the westbound approach of ldaho 16 has a right-turn
lane.

SH 44 is an east-west, three-lane principal arterial in the vicinity of Idaho 16. At the
intersection with Idaho 16, east and west approaches of SH 44 have a left-turn and
two through lanes. Also, the westbound approach of SH 44 has a free right-turn lane.

Floating Feather Road is classified as a collector road east of Idaho 16. Floating
Feather Road has one lane approaches at its intersection with Idaho 16.

Beacon Light Road east of Idaho 16 is a minor arterial road. West of the highway,
Beacon Light Road is classified as a section line road (future arterial). East and west
approaches of Beacon Light Road have a left-turn lane and through lane.

The east and west approaches of Chaparral Road are separated by approximately
100 feet. West of the highway, Chaparral Road is classified as a collector road.
Chaparral Road has one lane approaches at the intersection with Idaho 16.

Substation Road is a local road. Substation Road has a left-turn lane, through lane,
and a right-turn lane the intersection with Idaho 16.

Traffic and Level of Service

Traffic volumes for 2002 (figure 7) were based on counts performed in 2002. In 2002, the
average daily traffic volumes ranged from 7,950 to 9,000 vehicles per day along the corridor.
The most current traffic counts available as of July 2004 ranged from 7,700 to 9,300 vehicles
per day. The projected traffic volumes using Year 2002 counts, ranged from 8,200 to 9,200
vehicles per day. Comparing the most current traffic counts with 2002 counts, projected
volumes indicate the traffic volumes used for preparing this document are reasonable.

22
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
TRAFFIC AND LEVEL OF SERVICE

Volumes for 2005 were developed to evaluate how quickly the traffic was changing over the
course of the study from 2002 to 2004. Figure 7A provides these projected volumes. The
2005 volumes show that the corridor is projected to increase 800 AADT over 2002 volumes;
this growth is in line with the overall projection of traffic volumes for 2030. This demonstrates
that 2005 projected volumes are representative of the growth rates assumed in this study.
Using the 2005 projected traffic volumes would not change the conclusions contained in this
document; however, these volumes provide a confidence factor that the analysis has not
become dated during the study time frame.

Year 2030 traffic forecasts (figure 8) were prepared based on extrapolating forecasts prepared
by COMPASS. Average daily traffic volumes predicted for 2030 range from 15,700 to 18,100
vehicles per day with peak-hour volumes as high as 1,593 vehicles per hour at the Idaho
16/Chaparral Road intersection.

Table 1 presents future (2030) levels of service (LOS)2 for various roadway segments and
intersections with and without the proposed Idaho 16 improvements. According to ITD’s
Traffic Survey and Analysis Section, roadway segments and intersections are required to
operate at LOS D or better. Under future 2030 conditions with the project, roadway segments
will operate at LOS B and all signalized intersections will operate at LOS D or better, with the
exception of two non-signalized intersections (table 1). These unsignalized intersections will
operate at LOS F, until such time (beyond 2030) that traffic levels warrant installing signals at
these locations. Intersection configurations for these two locations were recommended in the
traffic analysis (WIS 2002).

Impacts During Construction

A very important factor that will influence which segments of the improvement project are built
and when is directly linked to local land use decisions governed by the land use plans of the
cities of Star, Eagle, and Emmett. Advance ROW preservation is likely to occur in areas that
have not yet been developed. However, programmed project for construction is not tied to the
ROW acquisition. Without the knowledge of which segments will be constructed, this analysis
looks at the construction impacts to traffic, LOS, and travel patterns as those that would occur
to any constructed segment that would be programmed.

Temporary impacts will vary from location to location. Impacts will include traffic detours and
increases in noise, dust, and traffic congestion during construction. During construction, travel
times will increase due to traffic detours and vehicle delays, particularly at new intersections
because of lane reductions used to provide work zones. Businesses near Emmett will most
likely see a reduction in parking areas and access limitations due to construction within the
ROW. These disruptions will most likely make the project area less appealing and reduce
business activity for local merchants, especially in and near Emmett.

2. Level of Service (LOS) is a traffic engineering term that relates the degree of traffic congestion to a letter code system.
For example, LOS A represents optimal traffic operations under free-flowing conditions, while LOS F reflects heavy
congestion and long delays at intersections.
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
TRAFFIC AND LEVEL OF SERVICE

Table 1
Predicted Future (2030) Levels of Service (LOS) for Various Roadway Segments and
Intersections With and Without Proposed improvements.

2030 LOS Withthe 2030 LOS Without
Existing LOS Project the Project
Location
Roadway Segments of Idaho 16
SH 44 to Beacon Light Road C C B B D D
Beacon Light Road to the Ada County Line D D B B E E
Ada County Line to Substation Road D D B B E E
Substation Road to SH 52 D D B B E E
Intersections
Idaho 16/SH 44 Intersection D C D1 D! F F
Idaho 16/Floating Feather Road? C C F F F
Idaho 16/Beacon Light Road E D Ct ¢ F F
Idaho 16/Deep Canyon Drive2 C C C F E
Idaho 16/Chaparral Road? C C F F F
Idaho 16/Substation Road c C D! Ct F E
Idaho 16/John Avenue C E Ct Ct E F
Idaho 16/SH 52 Intersection E D Dt D! F F
1. Traffic signal provides LOS D or better.
2. Not signalized as traffic signal warrant requirements not met — LOS based on a stop-controlled intersection, and reflects the worst movement at the
intersection, typically teft-turning traffic.

Impacts During Operation

The COMPASS regional model was used to review various scenarios of alternatively widening
one corridor or the other and evaluating the impact of each one. These scenarios are

described below:

+ Widening Idaho 16 to four lanes, SH 44 remains a two-lane roadway. Under this
condition, SH 44 traffic increases slightly, but increases less than 500 vehicles per day
(vpd). Traffic increases only at the southern end of the SH 44 Corridor. It appears
that some traffic is diverted from Chaparral Road to Idaho 16/SH 44. Widening Idaho
16 does not adversely affect traffic operations on SH 44.

+ Widening SH 44 to 4 lanes, Idaho 16 remains a two-lane roadway. SH 44 traffic
volumes increase by nearly 40%, indicating that widening SH 44 will attract traffic from
other corridors. The volumes on Idaho 16 are not affected by widening SH 44. These
data support the concept that the two roadways have independent utility.

+ Widening both Idaho 16 and SH 44 to 4 lanes. In this scenario, forecast traffic
volumes increased in both corridors. The SH 44 increase is regional, as traffic is
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attracted from parallel corridors. The increase for Idaho 16 is minor. It appears that
traffic is diverted from Chaparral Road to Idaho 16/SH 44. These data also support
the concept that the two roadways have independent utility.

The COMPASS model runs were also used to determine changes in local travel patterns linked
with widening Idaho 16. The data show travel patterns change very little due to widening ldaho
16 from 2 to four lanes. With Idaho 16 widened, SH 44 traffic increases slightly (e.g., less than
500 vpd) both west and east of Idaho 16. A decrease in traffic on Chaparral Road between
Idaho 16 and the Star area balances this slight increase to the west. The rest of the arterial
street system experiences only very minor changes (e.g., less than 200 vpd).

All modeling efforts indicate only minor changes will occur in local traffic patterns due to
widening Idaho 16. The modeling also shows that widening either Idaho 16 or SH 44 alone
does not appear to require a corresponding widening of the other roadway.

The Preferred Alternative will not likely impact the total population of the study area.
Improvements to the Idaho 16 Corridor could influence safety and LOS in the following
manner:

+ Improve safety by providing additional lanes and passing opportunities as the project
phases are built. Notable accident reduction is anticipated with a four-lane
configuration because a continuous passing lane and separate turn lanes will be
provided at the intersections. Between January 2001 and December 2003, 125
accidents were reported. Of these accidents, 22 were attributed to turning movement
conflicts at intersection locations and 53 accidents were intersection related.
Proposed turn bays will enhance safety by providing a refuge area for turning
movements out of the stream of through traffic. Also, of the 125 accidents, 4 were
attributed to “Improper Overtaking” and 17 were attributed to “Following too Close.”

+ LOS along Idaho 16 generally improves from E to B and at the intersections from F to
D in 2030 compared to not building the project (table 1). According to the ITD Design
Manual Appendix A, State Design Standards for Non-PHS, the lowest LOS for rolling
terrain is LOS D. The intersections that warrant signals based on peak-hour volumes
and the Idaho 16 between intersections achieve LOS D or better. |ITD has therefore
determined that the proposed LOS D meets the established LOS criteria. The two
intersections that are below the LOS D threshold, as shown in table 1, did not meet
the peak-hour volume signal warrant and were analyzed as stop controlled
intersections. However, Idaho 16 will operate above the LOS D threshold. The minor
access streets will tend to have a lower LOS at stop controlled intersections than the
threshold of LOS D. These stop controlled intersections should be re-analyzed for
signal warrants as development occurs.

Air Quality

Studies and Coordination

Potentially adverse air quality impacts for this project are associated with carbon monoxide
(CO) and particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10) (Idaho Department of
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Environmental Quality (IDEA) 2001). To quantify air quality impacts from CO, information
about the roadway geometry (existing and proposed), traffic volumes and velocities, traffic
signals, and vehicle characteristics was gathered and evaluated. Other relevant information
collected included CO background data from air pollutant monitoring sites and other data
needed by the air quality models (WIS 2003).

Traffic data as shown in figures 7, 7A, and 8 were obtained from Technical Memorandum 1 of
the ldaho 16 Improvement Study Concept Report (WIS 2003). Calculated intersection LOS,
peak-hour traffic volumes, turning movements, and other parameters were available for all
intersections along the Idaho 16 corridor. Roadway geometry was based on preliminary
design.

Methodology

Carbon Monoxide

Intersections along the project corridor were ranked according to traffic volumes and LOS.
The intersections with the highest traffic volumes and/or worst LOS were selected for analysis:
Idaho 16 and SH 44, Idaho 16 and Substation Rd, Idaho 16 and South Johns, and Idaho 16
and SH 52.

Air quality modeling used MOBILE—the latest version of the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) Mobile Source Emission Factor Model—and CAL3QHC Version 2.0—an EPA-
approved line-source air pollutant dispersion model. Modeled values were determined for
1-hour and 8-hour average periods for comparison with the CO National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS).

Background CO concentrations for the project area were determined for each year modeled.
The initial 2002 background CO concentrations were obtained from the ITD publication Project
Level Air Quality Screening, Analysis, and Documentation for Roadway Projects in Idaho
(IDEQ 2001).

PMi0 Method

Due to the current uncertain regulatory environment in Ada County, a project-level analysis
was presented voluntarily for PM10. On past projects, IDEQ has suggested a proportional
analysis approach for PM10. In this approach, vehicle miles traveled (VMT) for the project
area are compared to the total VMT for the Ada and Gem Counties planning areas. VMT is
used as a surrogate for PM10 emissions since they are directly related to vehicle operation.

PM2.5 concentrations were not predicted as part of the air quality analysis for the project.

Affected Environment

The EPA and IDEQ regulate air quality in the project area. Under the Federal Clean Air Act,
EPA established the NAAQS, which are health-based standards specifying maximum
concentrations for CO, PM10, PM less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5), ozone, sulfur
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dioxide, lead, and nitrogen oxides (NOx). |daho has adopted these standards. Currently,
IDEQ regulates CO and PM10 on transportation projects (table 2 and IDEQ 2001).

Table 2
Summary of Applicable Ambient Air Quality Standards

National Primary  National Secondary  Idaho State

Pollutant Standard Standard Standard

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

1-hour average 35 ppm None 35 ppm

8-hour average 9 ppm None 9 ppm
Particulate (PM10)

Annual Arithmetic Mean 50 pg/m? 50 pg/m? 50 pg/m?3

24-hour Average 150 pg/m3 150 pg/m3 150 pg/m?3
Particulate (PM2.5)

Annual Arithmetic Mean 15 pg/md 15 pg/m3 15 pg/m3

24-hour Average 65 pg/m3 65 pg/m? 65 pg/m?

Sources: 40 CFR Part 50 (1988); http://www.epa.gov/airs/criteria.html; 1998 Idaho Administrative Code Section 16.01.01
ppm = parts per million; pg/m?® = micrograms per cubic meter of air

In 1979, Ada County was designated a “Not Classified Non-Attainment Area”. This
designation indicates that the county is a geographical region that has violated the NAAQS for
CO. On December 27, 2002 EPA designated ADA County as an “attainment” area and placed
northern ADA County under a limited maintenance plan. Part of the Idaho 16 project is within
this area. Local CO concentrations from vehicular traffic were assessed using dispersion
modeling for relevant intersections in the project area as part of a conformity determination
(WIS 2003). Idaho 16 is entirely in an attainment area for ozone and a PM2.5 designation will
be announced in December 2004.

Based on the CO air quality analysis, no existing receptor sites in the project area experience
concentrations in excess of the current 1-hour or 8-hour NAAQS.

Prior to 1999, Ada County was also designated a non-attainment area for PM10; however, no
violation has been recorded since 1991. In March 1999, EPA revoked Ada County’s pre-
existing PM10 standards and its associated designation. The ruling was challenged in court
and settled in 2001. Ada County is subject to the statewide PM10 standards established by
IDEQ. Until the PM10 Maintenance Plan is completed, local agencies must reduce PM10
emissions through a variety of control measures (COMPASS 2003).

In addition, a finer resolution of the particulate standard has been developed—PM2.5. Sources
of PM2.5 include smoke from burning, industrial operations, agricultural operations, industrial
and agricultural cleaning fluids, fuels, and exhaust from gasoline and diesel operations (IDEQ
2004). In the late 1990s, IDEQ began monitoring PM2.5 and has since recorded violations in
Ada County.
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In response, IDEQ has developed the Wintertime Air Pollution Response Plan (IDEQ 2004).
The plan is primarily in effect from November 1 through March 31. During this period, IDEQ
monitors CO, PM10, and PM2.5 on a daily basis and posts air quality advisories on their web
site—green, yellow, and red. During yellow conditions, citizens are requested to avoid outdoor
burning and limit driving to help reduce air pollution in Treasure Valley. During red conditions,
citizens are required to avoid outdoor burning and use of woodstoves, minimize commercial
and industrial operations that generate air poliutants, and strictly limit driving. The plan
presents alternatives to driving including teleconferencing, flex-time commuting schedules,
and telecommuting.

Impacts During Construction

A variety of construction activities, if not properly mitigated, will temporarily generate PM10,
PM2.5, NOx, and CO. Fugitive dust could escape from the construction site and from trucks
carrying materials. This particulate matter could be carried by the wind to nearby residences.
Vehicles leaving the site could deposit mud on public streets, which will become a source of
dust after it dries. PM2.5, CO, and NOx also will be emitted from construction equipment
exhaust. These emissions will occur over the course of the construction period, which will
occur intermittently over 5 to 10 years.

CO, PM1o, and PM2.5 emissions will contribute to existing air quality problems in Treasure
Valley and may contribute to increased frequencies of wintertime air pollution advisories.

Impacts During Operation
Carbon Monoxide

CO levels for 2030 were modeled at four intersections. The modeling indicates that CO
concentrations will be much lower than the standards for all intersections (table 3).

Based on the analysis, no receptor sites are forecast to experience concentrations exceeding
the current 1-hour or 8-hour NAAQS. It can therefore be concluded that the project will have
no adverse impact on air quality as a result of CO emissions.

Environmental Assessment
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Table 3
Summary of 2030 CO Model Predictions

CO Standards
1-Hour Standard 8-Hour Standard
Modeled Intersections 35 ppm 9 ppm
Idaho 16/SH 44 Intersection 5.22 3.65
|daho 16/Substation Road 3.82 2.67
Idaho 16/South Johns 3.92 2.74
Idaho 16/SH 52 Intersection 422 2.95
PM10 and PM2.5

Along the corridor, project VMT represents only 1.7 percent of total VMT for the combined
areas of Ada and Gem counties (WIS 2003). Because PM10 emissions are directly related to
VMT, the project will contribute an insignificant fraction of the region’s VMT and will have little
impact on PM10 levels. Project VMT to regional VMT is estimated to remain constant from
2002 to 2030.

Also, forecasts indicate that vehicle generated PM10 emissions will be reduced by 2030. The
model estimates a 56% reduction, from 0.071 in 2002 to 0.031 in 2030. As northern Ada
County has not had a recorded PM10 violation in over a decade and PM10 vehicle emissions
are expected to be reduced, concentrations will be expected to be less than the NAAQS (table
2). However, it should be noted that particulate impacts from the roadway will include wind-
blown suspension of vehicle-dirt and residual material remaining on the highways after winter
sanding operations. These sources will add to the PM10 emissions addressed here.

Although PM2.5 has not been predicted as part of this air quality analysis, concentrations will
be expected to remain similar to 2030. This is because increased emissions from higher traffic
volumes will be offset by reduced emissions due to advances in pollution control as new cars
replace older cars. However, vehicles traveling on Idaho 16 will likely continue to contribute to
PM2.5 air quality violations in the Treasure Valley.

According to EPA (2002), non-attainment areas for ozone will be designated in 2004 and for
PM2.5 in 2004 to 2005. States will be given 3 to 4 years to update their State Implementation
Plans to address these new NAAQS. Since the Idaho 16 project is not scheduled for
construction until 2010, air quality conformity with any new Non-Attainment Area designation
will need to be addressed in a future supplemental air quality assessment.
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Noise
Studies and Coordination

Traffic data, topography, and roadway geometry were obtained (WIS 2002). Monitoring of
existing noise levels and identification and location of noise prediction points was performed
(Entranco 2003a).

Methodology

Projected noise levels (energy equivalent level or L.,) were estimated for 2030 using the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) approved Traffic Noise Model 2.1 (TNM 2.1). The
model defines vehicle noise source characteristics by speed-dependent reference noise
emission levels and vehicle density by vehicle type. The model uses three-dimensional
roadway segment geometry. The program considers characteristics of the path of noise
transmitted between the source and the noise receiver by including intervening barriers,
topography, vegetation, and atmospheric absorption. The rate at which traffic noise from a
highway will naturally attenuate is dependent on two factors. The distance from the source
and the type of ground over which the sound is traveling. The ground along Idaho 16 is
considered a soft surface and the rate at which sound will decrease is estimated to be
approximately 4.5 dB for each doubling of distance from the source.

The model predicted noise levels for existing p.m. peak hour (highest traffic noise), 2030
Preferred Alternative p.m. peak, and 2030 No-Action Alternative p.m. peak. A sensitivity
analysis was performed between a.m. and p.m. peak volumes, and p.m. peak volumes were
determined to be the louder. Modeling included the Idaho 16 mainiine but did not include
cross streets, or frontage or backage roads. Traffic volumes and associated noise on the
frontage and backage roads were not considered the dominate source of noise for nearby
homes. The volumes for these segments cannot be determined until development places
vehicles on the roadway. Existing land uses identified a total of 66 noise prediction points: 60
residences and 6 commercial properties.

Table 4 summarizes the peak-hour traffic counts (WIS 2002). The daily counts were used as
base year average daily traffic data by applying a seasonal factor to the collected volumes
supplied by ITD’s Transportation Planning Division.

Table 5 also shows the vehicle percentages assumed for the model. These assumptions were
based on traffic counts, previous studies, and ITD data.

An operating speed of 65 mph was used to analyze existing and future conditions. This speed
was chosen because observed speeds exceeded posted speeds.

Shielding factors were not considered for any receivers.

To ensure predicted sound levels were as accurate as possible, noise was measured at
representative receivers and these values were used to calibrate the computer model.
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Table 4
2002 Predicted Traffic Volumes on the ldaho 16
Vehicle Mix % P.M. Peak Volume A.M. Peak Volume
Vehicle Type  Northbound  Southbound  Northbound  Southbound  Northbound  Southbound
Segment near Substation (648+00-757+00)
Total Vehicles 478 343 226 405
Autos 89 89 425 305 201 360
Medium Trucks 7 7 32 23 15 27
Heavy Trucks 4 4 21 15 10 18
Segment from Firebird to Chaparral (299+00-349+00)
Total Vehicles 658 281 157 729
Autos 73 73 480 205 115 532
Medium Trucks 21 21 138 59 33 153
Heavy Trucks 6 6 39 17 9 44
Segment from Beacon Light to Deep Canyon (120+00-193+00)
Total Vehicles 705 289 129 747
Autos 73 73 515 211 94 545
Medium Trucks 21 21 148 61 27 157
Heavy Trucks 6 6 42 17 8 45
Segment from State Street to Floating Feather (11+00-66+00)
Total Vehicles 678 298 212 636
Autos 95 73 644 218 201 464
Medium Trucks 2 21 11 63 3 134
Heavy Trucks 4 6 25 18 8 38
Table 5
2030 Predicted Traffic Volumes on the Idaho 16
Vehicle Mix % P.M. Peak Volume A.M, Peak Volume
Vehicle Type Northbound  Southbound  Northbound  Southbound  Northbound  Southbound

Segment near Substation (648+00-757+00)
Total Vehicles 1568 478 258 1449
Autos 89 89 1396 425 230 1290
Medium Trucks 7 7 104 32 17 96
Heavy Trucks 4 4 68 21 11 63
Segment from Firebird to Chaparral (299+00-349+00)
Total Vehicles 1472 628 351 1631
Autos 73 73 1075 458 256 1191
Medium Trucks 21 21 309 132 74 343
Heavy Trucks 6 6 88 38 21 98
Segment from Beacon Light to Deep Canyon (120+00-193+00)
Total Vehicles 1567 647 288 1672
Autos 73 73 1144 472 210 1221
Medium Trucks 21 21 329 136 60 351
Heavy Trucks 6 6 94 39 17 100
Segment from State Street to Floating Feather (11+00-66+00)
Total Vehicles 1516 668 569 1423
Autos 95 73 1440 488 541 1039
Medium Trucks 2 21 24 140 9 299
Heavy Trucks 4 6 55 40 21 85
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Affected Environment

Land use in the project area consists of rural residential, suburban residential, commercial,
and agricultural uses. Commercial and suburban residential uses occur near Emmett north of
Cherry Lane/Sand Hollow Road. Land uses to the south are rural residential, agricultural, and
open space resource lands. Traffic is the dominant noise source along Idaho 16, although
farm machinery, lawn mowers, weed trimmers, and aircraft may contribute to the noise
environment depending on time and location. The highest noise levels occur during the p.m.
peak traffic period from 5:00 to 6:30 p.m. Other factors affecting existing traffic noise levels
include traffic speed, the distance from the vehicle, vehicle mix (trucks are noisier than cars),
grade (traffic makes more noise as engines work harder going uphill), and natural or manmade
barriers such as topography and walls, which may decrease the noise reaching a receiver.

Table 6 shows noise levels for different activities. These levels are in decibels (dB) that are
weighted to mimic how the human ear perceives sound (dBA). As indicated, highway traffic
noise is expected to be about 60 dBA at a distance of 150 feet.

Table 6
Common Sound Levels in dBA

Sound Pressure Subjective
Common Outdoor Sounds Leve! (dBA) Common Indoor Sounds Evaluation
Auto horn at 10 fest 100 Printing plant Deafening
Jackhammer at 50 feet v
Gas lawn mower at 4 feet 90 Auditorium during applause Very Loud
Pneumatic drill at 50 feet Food blender at 3 feet
Concrete mixer at 50 feet 80 Telephone ringing at 8 feet
Jet flyover at 5,000 feet Vacuum cleaner at 5 feet
Large dog barking at 50 feet 70 Electric shaver at 1 foot Loud
Large transformer at 50 feet
Automobile at 55 mph at 150 feet 60 Normal conversation at 3 feet
Urban residential
50 Office noise
Small town residence Moderate
40 Soft stereo music in residence
Library
30 Average bedroom at night Faint
Rustling leaves Soft whisper at 3 feet
Quiet rural nighttime 20 Broadcast and recording studio
10 Human breathing Very Faint
0 Threshold of hearing (audibility)

The FHWA has established Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) for different activity categories
(table 7). Category B (applies to residential properties) has a NAC of 67 dBA, while Category
C (applies to commercial properties) has a NAC of 72 dBA. ITD has adopted the approach
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criteria of 1 dBA less than the NAC criteria for implementing noise mitigation. Also, increases
of 15 dBA over existing conditions warrant mitigation.

Existing noise levels were monitored at 7 residential properties along Idaho 16. Also, FHWA’s
Traffic Noise Model, was used to predict noise levels at 66 properties along the corridor (60
residential and 6 commercial). Noise modeling indicated that existing noise levels were higher
than FHWA criteria at 28 locations (26 residential and 2 commerecial).

Activity Hourly Leq
Category Noise Levels (dBA) Description of Activity Category
A 57 lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and serve an
(exterior) important public need, and where the preservation of those qualities is essential if
the area is to continue to serve its intended purpose
B 67 picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports areas, parks, residences,
(exterior) motels, hotels, schools, churches, libraries, and hospitals
C 72 developed lands, properties, or activities not included in Categories A or B above
{exterior)
D - undeveloped lands
E 52 residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools, churches, libraries,
(interior) hospitals, and auditoriums

Table 7
Federal Highway Administration Noise Abatement Criteria

Source: 23 CFR 772.

Impacts During Construction

While regular traffic highway noise may range from 65 to 75 dBA, construction noise levels
may range as high as 90 to 110 dBA. For example, a heavy dump truck may produce noise
levels of 90 dBA at a distance of 50 feet, and a jack-hammer or pile driver may produce sound
levels up to 100 dBA at 50 feet. Equipment likely to be used to construct Idaho 16 include
bulldozers, scrapers, graders, rollers, front end loaders, large dump trucks, concrete trucks,
backhoes, trackhoes, paving machines, jackhammers, concrete and pavement saws, and pile-
driving equipment. Construction is likely to occur intermittently over 5 to 10 years depending
on funding availability and other factors. Residential and commercial properties closest to the
highway will experience the highest noise levels during construction.

Impacts During Operation

Impacted receivers are illustrated in figures 9, 10, and 11. Table 8 shows the 2030 analysis
results. Of the properties along Idaho 16, 28 residences and 4 commercial/industrial
properties have predicted noise levels exceeding the FHWA NAC. Relocated residential and
commercial properties are not considered impacted as they will not exist when the project is
built. The ITD noise policy states that approaching the FHWA NAC (1 dBA below the NAC) is
an “absolute” noise impact and requires consideration of mitigation. Therefore the NACs that
apply are 66 and 71 dBA for categories B and C respectively (table 7).
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Table 8
Predicted Loudest Hour L.

2030 Predicted Noise Levels (dBA)
Difference between Distance from
Location Existing Leg | No Build Leq | Build Leg Build and No Build Centerline

Receiver 1

Receiver 31
Receiver 4

0
Receiver 2 0
-1
-1

aceiverd 51 51 56 5 79

Receiver 10! 67 69 70 1 183
Receiver 11! 73 74 72 -2 113
Receiver 12 62 63 64 1 372
Receiver 132 70 66 67 i 114
Receiver 14 65 67 68 1 285
Receiver 15 54 58 58 0 251
Receiver 16 50 52 54 2 1,068
Receiver 17 59 64 63 -1 280
Receiver 18 62 67 67 0 240
Receiver 19 48 51 53 2 715

Receiver 20 61 64 64 0 329

Receiver 22 ' 75

Receiver 23 61 64
Receiver 24 50 52
Receiver 25 56 59
Receiver 26 54 57
Receiver 27 59 60

Receiver 28 68 70

T R e e T e e s e
Reconer2 D TS e o

Note: Receivers may represent more than one property.
1. Commercial or industrial property {non residential)
2. Rows shaded in gray represent that the receiver may be displaced by project construction.

3. Distance from the centerline for Receiver 13 changes from 114 under existing conditions to 124 feet under 2030 with the project. All
other receivers are at the same distance from the centerline under both conditions.

4, All distances for transects are measured from the centerline
Bold = Exceeds the FHWA guideline or approaches impacts per ITD guidelines for category B (66 dBA) and category C (71 dBA).
Underlined and italicized numbers represent the minimum set back required to remain under 66 dBA.
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
NOISE

Table 8 (continued)
Predicted Loudest Hour L.

2030 Predicted Noise Levels (dBA)
Difference between Distance from
Existing Leq | No Build Leq Build Leq Build and No Build Centerline

Receiver 30 15

—‘; 2

Receiver 33 64 67 67 0 124
Receiver 34 63 67 67 0 183
Receiver 35 60 64 64 0 385
Receiver 36 56 61 60 -1 582
Receiver 37 69 73 72 -1 105
Receiver 38 67 7 69 -2 144
Receiver 39 62 66 85 -1 266
Receiver 40 58 63 63 0 434
Receiver 41 69 74 72 -2 108
Receiver 42 71 75 76 1 85

Receiver 43 72 77 77 0 a3

Receiver 44 66 70 il 1 148

Receiver 47 66 69 70

1 134
Receiver 48 66 69 70 1 164
Receiver 49 66 70 70 0 161
Receiver 50 66 69 69 0 163
Receiver 51 64 67 68 1 152
Receiver 52 62 66 68 2 169
Receiver 53 61 65 66 1 182
Receiver 54 61 65 66 1 209
Receiver 55 58 61 62 1 378
Receiver 56 55 58 59 1 532
Receiver 57 61 63 63 0 364
Receiver 58 57 60 60 0 553

Note: Receivers may represent more than one property.
1. Commercial or industrial property (non residential)
2. Rows shaded in gray represent thal the receiver may be displaced by project construction.

3. Distance from the centerline for Receiver 13 changes from 114 under existing conditions to 124 feet under 2030 with the project.
All other receivers are at the same distance from the centerline under both conditions.

4. All distances for fransects are measured from the centerling
Bold = Exceeds the FHWA guideline or approaches impacts per ITD guidelines for category B (66 dBA) and category C (71 dBA).
Underlined and italicized numbers represent the minimum set back required to remain under 66 dBA.
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
NOISE

Table 8 (continued)
Predicted Loudest Hour L.

2030 Predicted Noise Levels (dBA)

Difference between | Distance from
Existing Leq No Build Leq Build Leg Build and No Build Centerline

Receiver 59 63 67 68 1 203
Receiver 60 66 70 70 0 188
Receiver 61 69 73 73 0 132
Receiver 62 68 72 72 0 136
Receiver 63 64 68 68 0 166
Receiver 641 69 73 72 -1 157
Recsiver 66/ 70 ) 73 0 %8
Transect A - 50" 72 75 75 0 a0
Transect A- 75’ 70 74 73 -1 75
Transect A - 100 69 72 72 0 100
Transect A - 125’ 66 70 72 2 125
Transect A - 150’ 65 68 70 2 150
Transect A - 200’ 62 66 67 1 200
Transect A - 250" 60 64 66 2 250
Transect A- 300’ 59 63 65 2 300
Transect A - 400’ 56 60 63 3 400
Transect A - 800’ 50 53 b8 5 800
Transect B = 50' 72 76 74 2 50
Transect B-75' 71 74 73 1 75
Transect B - 100° 69 72 4l 1 100
Transect B - 125’ 68 71 70 -1 125
Transect B- 150" 67 70 69 -1 150
Transect B - 200" 65 68 69 1 200
Transect B - 250" 65 69 68 1 250
Transect B - 300 64 67 68 1 300
Transect B — 400 62 65 66 1 400
Transect B - 800° 55 59 60 1 800

Note: Receivers may represent more than one property.
1. Commercial or industrial property (non residential)
2. Rows shaded in gray represent that the receiver may be displaced by project construction.

3. Distance from the centerline for Receiver 13 changes from 114 under existing conditions to 124 feet under 2030 with the project. All other
receivers are at the same distance from the centerline under both conditions.

4. All distances for transects are measured from the centerfine
Bold = Exceeds the FHWA guideline or approaches impacts per ITD guidelines for category B (66 dBA) and category C (71 dBA).
Underlined and italicized numbers represent the minimum set back required to remain under 66 dBA.
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
NOISE

Table 8 (continued)
Predicted Loudest Hour L.,

2030 Predicted Noise Levels (dBA)

Difference between Distance from

Transect C - 50’ 74 77 78 1
Transect C-75' 71 75 75 0
Transect C - 100’ 70 73 73 0 100
Transect C - 125’ 68 72 71 -1 125
Transect G - 150’ 67 70 70 0 150
Transect C - 200’ 85 68 67 -1 200
Transect C - 250’ 64 67 66 -1 250
Transect C — 300’ 62 65 64 -1 300
Transect C - 400° 59 62 62 0 400
Transect C - 800’ 52 56 56 0 800
Transect D - 50’ 72 76 76 0 50
Transect D - 75’ 69 73 73 0 75
Transect D - 100’ 68 73 71 -2 100
Transect D — 125’ 68 72 70 2 125
Transect D - 150’ 66 71 69 2 150
Transect D - 200’ 64 69 67 2 200
Transect D - 250 63 67 65 -2 250
Transect D - 300’ 61 65 64 -1 300
Transect D — 400’ 58 63 63 0 400
Transect D - 800’ 51 56 59 3 800
Transect E - 50’ 72 76 77 1 50
Transect E-75' 69 73 74 1 75
Transect E - 100 67 71 72 1 100
Transect E - 125’ 66 69 70 1 125
Transect E - 150 64 68 68 0 150
Transect E - 200° 62 66 66 0 200
Transect E - 250 61 64 64 0 250
Transect E - 300’ 59 62 63 1 300
Transect E - 400’ 56 60 61 1 400
Transect E - 800 51 54 55 1 800
Note: Receivers may represent more than one property.
1. Commercial or industrial property (non residential)
2. Rows shaded in gray represent that the receiver may be displaced by project construction.
3. Distance from the centerline for Receiver 13 changes from 114 under existing conditions to 124 feet under 2030 with the project. Al

other receivers are at the same distance from the centerline under both conditions.
4. Al distances for transects are measured from the centerline
Bold = Exceeds the FHWA guideline or approaches impacts per ITD guidelines for category B (66 dBA) and category C (71 dBA).
Underlined and italicized numbers represent the minimum set back required to remain under 66 dBA.
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

NOISE

Transect analysis (second half of table 8 following receiver 66) indicates that new residential
dwellings will have to be built a minimum of 250 feet from the roadway to avoid adverse noise
impacts.

Mitigation Considered for Impacted Receivers by Segment

The most common noise abatement measure for mitigation would be constructing noise
barriers (earth berms or noise walls). Each impacted receiver was reviewed to determine the
feasibility of constructing either type of noise barrier and whether the measure met the
reasonableness criterion. Field reconnaissance was used in part to make these
determinations. A discussion is presented below.

Segment One

The Preferred Alternative would affect only one residential receiver and one commercial
receiver in this segment. Noise barriers were eliminated from further consideration at receivers
3 and 4 because they are isolated receivers and they did not meet the criterion for reasonable
cost of abatement. A noise barrier would have a per residence cost of: $105,600 for receiver 3
and $105,600 for receiver 4.

A ten-point transect in this segment indicates a minimum setback of 250 feet from center line
to remain outside the FHWA guideline of 66 dBA during the peak hour for traffic noise.

Segment Two

The Preferred Alternative would affect two sensitive receivers in this segment. Noise barriers
were eliminated from further consideration at affected receivers 13 and 14 because they are
isolated receivers and they did not meet the criterion for reasonable cost of abatement. These
receivers are 200 and 114 feet from center line, and a barrier high enough to protect meet the
FHWA guideline, is not reasonable due to cost. The cost of the noise barriers at receivers 13
and 14 is $912,000.

A ten-point transect in this segment indicates a minimum setback of 400 feet from center line
to remain outside the FHWA guideline of 66 dBA during the peak traffic noise hour. However,
this segment has varying topography and those set backs can be reduced where the ground
breaks the line of sight to the receiver.

Segment Three

The Preferred Alternative would affect three sensitive receivers in this segment. Noise
barriers were eliminated from further consideration at impacted receivers 22, 28, and 29
because they are isolated receivers and they did not meet the criterion for reasonable cost of
abatement. The cost of noise barriers at receivers 28 and 29 is $625,000. Receiver 22 was
eliminated from consideration of a barrier because of feasibility issues. To provide a long
enough continuous barrier to provide the minimum 5 dBA reduction, the barrier would
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
NOISE

eliminate access to Chaparral Road. As access must be maintained, the area left for the
barrier would not be long enough to provide the required noise reduction.

A ten-point transect in the segment indicates a minimum setback of 250 feet from center line
to remain outside FHWA guideline level of 66 dBA during the peak hour for traffic noise.

Segment Four

Along the bend in this segment, there is a relatively dense grouping of homes east of
Substation Road. A sound wall could be feasible in this section. Figure 12 shows one sound
wall design. As shown, the height of the sound walls relative to the road elevation would
reduce noise impacts to below the FHWA guideline at 31 residences. This design assumes
that final grading can be modified to accommodate the preliminary design of the sound wall
proposed in this report. The cost of the noise barriers in this segment are dependent on the
base elevations extending no more than 2 to 3 feet below the elevation of the finished grade of
the roadway.

Along the north side of the project, a 9-foot-high barrier would extend for approximately 750
feet from Substation Road to the east. The barrier would decrease in height to 7 feet for the
next 400 feet. The top of the final northern barrier segment would be at least 5 feet above the
road elevation for 250 feet. The southern barrier would extend 1,300 feet at 9 feet high and
another 500 feet at a height of 5 feet above the roadway elevation. The north and south
barriers would cost a total of approximately $536,000 (or approximately $17,290 per benefited
receiver). The barriers should be absorptive on both sides toward the road.

Geology/Soils

Studies and Coordination

To prepare the geology/soils section, relevant ITD publications, USGS geologic maps, and
Bulletin 29 of the Idaho Geologic Survey (1994) on the Geology and Geomorphology of the
Boise Valley and Adjoining Areas, Western Snake River Plain, Idaho were reviewed.

Methodology

Twenty-six soil test pits were dug along the length of Idaho 16 in July 2002. Test pits ranged
from 3 to 11 feet in depth. Subsurface soil profiles were logged and sieve analyses, liquid and
plastic limits tests, dry density, exudation, moisture content, and pressure tests were
performed on selected samples.
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
GEOLOGY/SOILS

Affected Environment

The Idaho 16 corridor originates on the northern side of the Boise River Valley, traverses the
rolling foothills that separate the Boise River and Payette River valleys, and terminates on the
south side of the Payette River Valley (WIS 2002). Elevation varies from 2,480 feet at the
Idaho 16/SH 44 intersection, to 2,890 feet at the top of Freezeout Hill. Based on soil test pit
data, the river valley soils are typically comprised of sand and silt mixtures with lenses of
gravel (WIS 2002). The upland foothills soils are comprised of sand and silt mixtures with
some lean clay. Decomposed bedrock of basaltic and granitic origin was also found in the
bottom of test pits between mile post (MP) 5 and MP 10.

Groundwater may be as shallow as 5 feet from the ground surface in the river valleys and 50
feet or more in the uplands. No groundwater was encountered in any soil test pit.

In the vicinity of Freezeout Hill, a seismic fault lies just north of MP 10.0 and the risk of seismic
activity is considered low.

Impacts During Construction

The current design has a net excess of 1.3 million cubic yards of material. The majority of the
excavation is near MP 7.5 to MP 8.5 for mainline widening and construction of frontage roads.
This section of the Idaho 16 Improvement project is being taken to final design under the
Freezeout Hill South Passing Lanes Project for mainline widening only. During final design,
modifications will be made to minimize cuts in this area. This section will widen the mainline
before constructing access roads and will further reduce the excess material produced in the
mainline widening phase. The potential for wind-blown dust during construction is relatively
high with silt content ranging from 3 to 54 percent. Dust can escape from exposed ground
surfaces, dump trucks, and from dirt that ends up on paved surfaces. Wind-blown dust can
contribute to air quality problems; see Air Quality discussion.

Sandy/silty soils also have relatively high erosion potential, especially on relatively steep cut and
fill slopes or on steeper downgradient drainage courses. Exposed soils can be washed off-site
during heavy rainstorms and/or following snowmelt. Soil wash-off can contribute to turbidity and
suspended solids loading to receiving waters, including Willow Creek, Big Gulch Creek, Little
Gulch Creek, and/or irrigation canals or ditches where runoff has the opportunity to discharge.
Downstream sedimentation can contribute to loss of culvert and/or channel conveyance
capacity.

Impacts During Operation

Impacts during operation can be the same as those during construction if cut and fill slopes
and drainage courses are not properly stabilized and/or vegetated.
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
WETLANDS

The existing seismic fault located near MP 10.0 (Affected Environment) provides the potential
for earthquake damage to bridge structures; however, the probability of a damaging
earthquake is considered low.

Wetlands

Studies and Coordination

Jurisdictional waters, including wetlands, were identified by compiling data from existing
documentation such as USGS Soil Survey mapping, National Wetland Inventory (NWI)
mapping, and previously prepared environmental assessments, wetland delineations, and
local jurisdiction environmental compliance documentation (Entranco 2003b). The Soil Survey
of Ada County, Idaho and Gem County Idaho were accessed from the Natural Resource
Conservation Service (NRCS) website at http://soils.usda.gov. Two hydric soils are mapped
on the south end of the project: 111 - Moulton Fine Sandy Loam, and 112 - Notus Soils
(Entranco 2003b).

Coordination was initiated with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) to determine the
jurisdictional status of wetlands. The Corps clarified that only Willow Creek is under Corps
jurisdiction as a water of the U.S. (Entranco 2003b) and that none of the wetlands associated
with manmade irrigation canals and ditches are under their jurisdiction.

However, in accordance with FHWA's interpretation of Executive Order (EQ) 11990, all
wetland impacts will be mitigated, since the order does not differentiate between natural
wetlands and those associated with manmade features. Therefore, FHWA requires mitigation
for impacts to all wetlands, whether or not they fall under Corps jurisdiction. The FHWA
requires wetland impacts to be mitigated at a 1.5 to 1 ratio to comply with the no net loss rule
of EO 11990.

Methodology

Wetland inventory and mapping was performed on July 10 and 11, 2002. Certified wetland
ecologists used NWI maps and aerial photographs to locate and confirm boundaries of
existing wetlands. Any wetlands not identified on the NWI maps were hand drawn on field
maps at approximate locations. Wetland ecologists used best professional judgment and
experience to determine wetland boundaries in the field based on vegetation, hydrology, and
soils. The wetlands were flagged and added to the design drawings. Plant species were
identified using Flora of the Pacific Northwest (Hitchcock and Cronquist 1973).

Affected Environment

Since the early 1800s, a complex network of canals, laterals, and ditches has been
constructed to irrigate nearly 4 million acres of farmland in Idaho. About 1,380,000 acre-feet
of water are diverted from the Boise River to irrigate Treasure Valley. Water is also diverted
from the Payette River. In many cases, wetlands have developed along the margins of the
irrigation ditches or where system leaks provide enough water to support wetlands.
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
WATERWAYS/WATER QUALITY

A total of 38 wetlands were identified along the project corridor. These wetlands are classified
as emergent and are generally dominated by reed canarygrass, purple loosestrife, cattails,
bulrushes, cow parsnip, and sedges. Occasional willows are present along some of the larger
canals. Two wetland types have been identified in the project area.

The first is palustrine, emergent, persistent, seasonally flooded wetlands — code PEM1F (table
9). These 11 wetlands have been created by leaking irrigation canals. They provide limited
groundwater recharge and have some wildlife habitat value.

Table 9
Wetland Functions and Values

Wetland Type

Function and Value PEM1F R4SBKFx
Flood Attenuation/Storage (H, M, L) M L
Sediment/Shoreline Stabilization (H, M, L) M M
Groundwater Discharge (Y/N) N N
Groundwater Recharge (Y/N) Y Y
Dynamic Surface Water Storage (H, M, L) L none
Elemental Cycling disrupted disrupted
Removal of Nutrients, Toxicants, and Sediments (H, M, L) L L
Habitat Diversity (H, M, L) M M
General Wildlife and Fish Habitat (H, M, L) M M
Production Export/Food Chain Support (H, M, L) M L
Uniqueness (H, M, L) L L
Overall Functional Integrity: At or below potential below potential below potential
PEM1F= palustrine, emergent, persistent, seasonally flooded.
R4SBKFx= riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-permanently flooded, excavated.
H = high, M = medium, L = low

The second wetland type is riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-
permanently flooded excavated wetlands — code R4SBKFx (table 9). These 28 wetlands are
associated with the artificial canal system. They function as a wildlife corridor and help
stabilize the canal banks.

Willow Creek is the only jurisdictional water of the U.S. in the project area (figure 3). ltis a
riverine, intermittent, stream that is temporarily flooded during and for a short duration
following precipitation and spring snowmelt runoff events. The stream is typically dry during
summer months.

All existing wetlands have been disturbed and are functioning below potential. Table 9
summarizes existing functions and values.
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
WETLANDS

Impacts During Construction

Widening Idaho 16 will affect 1.7 acres; constructing the new frontage and backage roads will
affect 3.1 acres. Wetland impacts were based on GIS map calculations for the project’s cut
and fill lines.

Table 10 shows that 4.8 acres of non-jurisdictional wetlands will be filled during construction:;
figures 13 and 14 illustrate the locations of impacts to the 38 wetlands.

Impacts During Operation

Impacts to wetlands during operation of the Preferred Alternative could involve
erosion/sedimentation and/or water quality degradation as a result of increased runoff from the
wider highway and new frontage and backage roads.

No Practicable Alternative Finding

EO 11990, issued on May 24, 1977, requires evaluation of practicable avoidance alternatives
or options to filling or destroying wetlands. If avoidance alternatives are not practicable, then
practicable measures to minimize harm are considered and included in the project.

The EO states that each Federal agency “shall avoid undertaking or providing assistance for
new construction located in wetlands unless the head of the agency finds (1) that there is no
practicable alternative to such construction, and (2) that the proposed action includes all
practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands which may result from such use.”

The project will mainly affect wetlands where Idaho 16 crosses irrigation ditches and canals.
At each crossing, existing culverts will either be extended or replaced. The existing Idaho 16
corridor is a north-south trending facility which is built perpendicular to the trend of existing
irrigation facilities. Many of the canals and ditches in the corridor must follow the slope of the
landscape created by the Boise River, which also is on an east-west trend. The primary
function, irrigation conveyance, of the canals and ditches will not be affected, but some of the
habitat and food chain support functions of wetland vegetation will be lost. In some cases,
flood storage functions will be reduced—refer to the Waterways Impact discussion.

Additional erosion/sedimentation and/or water quality impacts could occur to wetlands if
construction runoff is allowed to discharge to them.
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
WATERWAYS/WATER QUALITY

Table 10
Wetlands in the Project Area
Wetland  Acres Impacted Wetland Classification
DW1 0.13 PEM1F= palustrine, emergent, persistent, seasonally flooded.
Dw2 0.08 PEM1F= palustrine, emergent, persistent, seasonally flooded.
DW3 0.50 R4SBKFx= riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-permanently flooded, excavated.
Dw4 0.09 R4SBKFx= riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-permanently flooded, excavated.
FD1 0.12 R4SBKFx= riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-permanently flooded, excavated.
FD2 0.08 R4SBKFx= riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-permanently flooded, excavated.
FD3 0.09 R4SBKFx= riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-permanently flooded, excavated.
FD4 0.09 R4SBKFx= riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-permanently flooded, excavated.
PD1 0.1 R4SBKFx= riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-permanently flooded, excavated.
PD2 0.08 R4SBKFx= riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-permanently flooded, excavated.
PD3 0.01 R4SBKFx= riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-permanently flooded, excavated.
PD4 0.14 R4SBKFx= riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-permanently flooded, excavated.
MCH1 0.07 PEM1F= palustrine, emergent, persistent, seasonally flooded.
MC2 0.04 PEM1F= palustrine, emergent, persistent, seasonally flooded.
NWI1 0.21 PEM1F = palustrine, emergent, persistent, semi-permanently flooded
DD10a 0.10 R4SBKFx= riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-permanently flooded, excavated.
DD10b 0.03 R4SBKFx= riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-permanently flooded, excavated.
DD10c 0.07 R4SBKFx= riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-permanently flooded, excavated.
bD11a 1.12 R4SBKFx= riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-permanently flooded, excavated.
DD11b 0.09 R4SBKFx= riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-permanently flooded, excavated.
DD11¢ 0.09 R4SBKFx= riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-permanently flooded, excavated.
DD11d 0.09 R4SBKFx= riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-permanently flooded, excavated.
MMC1 0.09 R4SBKFx= riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-permanently flooded, excavated.
MMC2 0.07 R4SBKFx= riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-permanently flooded, excavated.
MMC3 0.18 R4SBKFx= riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-permanently flooded, excavated.
WGt 0.02 PEM1F= palustrine, emergent, persistent, seasonally flooded.
WwG2 0.01 PEM1F= palustrine, emergent, persistent, seasonally flooded.
WG3 0.23 PEM1F= palustrine, emergent, persistent, seasonally flooded.
WG4 0.03 PEM1F= palustrine, emergent, persistent, seasonally flooded.
WG5 0.04 PEM1F= palustrine, emergent, persistent, seasonally flooded.
WG6 0.01 PEM1F= palustrine, emergent, persistent, seasonally flooded.
F1 0.07 R4SBKFx= riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-permanently flooded, excavated.
F2 0.02 R4SBKFx= riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-permanently flooded, excavated.
F3 0.36 R4SBKFx= riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-permanently flooded, excavated.
F4 0.05 R4SBKFx= riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-permanently flooded, excavated.
F5 0.12 R4SBKFx= riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-permanently flooded, excavated.
F6 0.02 R4SBKFx= riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-permanently flooded, excavated.
F7 0.03 R4SBKFx= riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially flooded, semi-permanently flooded, excavated.
Total 4.8
Note: All wetlands listed in this table are non-jurisdictional.
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
WETLANDS

In addition to the non-jurisdictional wetland impacts, approximately 0.23 acre of Willow Creek
will be disturbed to remove the existing bridge and construct a new bridge. In accordance with
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, a Corps nationwide permit will be required prior to
performing this work and will involve mitigating any potential adverse effects. Please see
Waterways section for additional details.

Based on the above considerations, it is determined that there is no practicable alternative to
the proposed construction in wetlands and that the proposed action includes all practicable
measures to minimize harm to wetlands that may result from such use. Additional efforts to
minimize harm will be implemented as the programmed projects are brought to final design.

Wetland Habitat Mitigation Approach

The wetland mitigation area for the Idaho 16 improvement project is proposed to be located
adjacent to the Boise River 1 mile south of Parma, Idaho (figure 1). The mitigation area was
selected for its proximity to the affected areas, connectivity to an available water source and
water right, and high probability of success. The proposed 10-acre mitigation site is contained
within a 500-acre piece of ground, which is actively being managed for wetland creation and
enhancement. The site has a management plan in place to support the development of
wetlands and pond complexes with a focus on enhancement and development of wildlife
habitat. More than 100 acres of wetlands have been created and restored on this site using
Natural Resource Soil Conservation Service (NRCS) wetland cost share programs. The site
has a wildlife water right from the Boise River as well as irrigation and groundwater supplies.
The landowners of the site are willing to draft a conservation easement to allow ITD to
purchase an easement for the construction of the wetland mitigation site (correspondence).
The wetland mitigation will consist of a combination of wetland creation and restoration on the
site. A levied wetland pond complex will be constructed, which will provide a multifunctional
wetland in perpetuity.

The wetland mitigation area will meet the criteria for size and type. The replacement area will
equal 7.2 acres of wetland in a 10-acre site, which provides a 1.5 to 1 ratio. The replacement
wetlands will be palustrine and will include emergent, scrub-shrub, and forested components.

The wetland mitigation area will provide general wildlife and aquatic habitat. Excavating the
existing grade will create additional flood storage and attenuation. Groundwater recharge will
occur from the increased water storage. Sediment, nutrient, and toxicant removal will increase
from retaining the river and irrigation water for longer periods in the wetland areas.

Woody debris will be placed in the wetland to increase cover for wildlife. Native wetland plants
with high wildlife value will be planted to provide for wildlife use. All vegetation planted on the
project will be native to the region.
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
WATERWAYS/WATER QUALITY

Waterways/Water Quality
Studies and Coordination

Existing documents were reviewed that included local, state, and federal regulations on water
quality and standards for pollutants of concern in the project area, stormwater management
best management practices (BMPs), and floodplains and associated issues. In addition, two
studies on drainage and geologic resources were reviewed (WIS 2002 and 2003).

The IDEQ was contacted on February 10, 2003 to discuss existing water quality conditions in
Willow Creek, available water quality data, and key water quality concerns (B. Horsbaugh,
personal communication).

Methodology

USGS water quality data were obtained for Willow Creek and evaluated. Floodplain maps
were obtained from the FEMA web site and converted to GIS mapping layers for evaluation.
GIS was also used to calculate the area of fill within floodplains.

A site visit was performed to evaluate drainage crossings, make visual observations regarding
existing water quality conditions, and note any evidence of existing erosion/sedimentation
problems.

No hydrologic or hydraulic modeling was performed to determine the size of stormwater
facilities or evaluate floodplain impacts.

Affected Environment
Waterways and Water Quality

Idaho 16 traverses the drainage divide between the Lower Boise River and the Lower Payette
River, crossing several small streams (figure 3). The southern end of the project crosses the
flat agricultural lands of the Lower Boise River Valley. The highway then ascends about 500
feet into the adjoining foothills before dropping down into the Lower Payette River Valley in
Emmett. A sagebrush-steppe ecosystem comprises the foothills. The climate is arid with
mean annual precipitation of 11 to 12 inches; nearly 60 percent occurs between November
and March (ldaho Soil Conservation Commission 2003).

Idaho 16 crosses Willow Creek at approximately MP 6.5 and Big Gulch Creek at
approximately MP 2.8 (figure 3). Willow Creek is a tributary of the Lower Boise River and
enters the river near Middleton. Big Gulch Creek infiltrates into the ground as it flows onto the
alluvial floodplain southwest of Idaho 16. The soils here are comprised of inter-bedded sands,
gravels, and clay lenses, and infiltration is relatively good. Little Gulch Creek parallels Idaho
16 between MP 1.0 and MP 2.0 and discharges to Foothill Ditch prior to downstream
discharge to Willow Creek near Middleton.
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
WATERWAYS/WATER QUALITY

The southern terminus of Idaho 16 is approximately 0.5 mile from the Lower Boise River and
the northern terminus of Idaho 16 is approximately 1.0 mile from the Lower Payette River.

The highway also crosses these irrigation canals/ditches:

» Middleton Canal = Middleton Mill Canal
» Pollard Ditch = Drainage Ditch 10

» Drainage Ditch 11 = Foothill Ditch

= Farmer's Union Canal » Black Canyon Canal

= Last Chance Canal

Based on an IDEQ groundwater study, a shallow aquifer is in the area that ranges in depth
from 5 to 30 feet below the ground surface (IDEQ 1999). Groundwater levels vary seasonally
with higher levels occurring after spring runoff (February to April) and during the irrigation
season (July through mid-October). Existing groundwater in this area is contaminated with
high levels of nitrate+nitrogen (exceeded U.S. Public Health Drinking Water Quality Standards
in 4 of 5 domestic water supply wells), 1,2,3-trichloropropane (four wells), dacthal (four wells),
and atrazine (one well). Agricultural fertilization and chemical use is suspected as the primary
source of contamination. The aquifer is considered susceptible to contamination due to sandy,
permeable soils and shallow groundwater table (IDEQ 1999).

Lower Boise River

The Boise River flows east to west approximately 0.5 mile south of idaho 16. Mean monthly
discharge varies from 300 cubic feet per second (cfs) in November to 5,000 cfs in May. The
Lower Boise River extends from the Lucky Peak Reservoir at river mile 64 to the confluence of
the Snake River (river mile 0). Willow Creek enters the system at river mile 24.7. The
hydrologic, water quality, and biological regimes have been altered substantially with the
construction of dams, irrigation projects, and flood control projects (IDEQ 1999). Existing
water quality problems include seasonally high temperatures as well as high levels of
sediment and bacteria—all exceeding Idaho water quality standards. These water quality
problems are causing impairments to cold water biota, recreation, and water supply beneficial
uses (IDEQ 1999). Therefore, IDEQ has listed the Lower Boise River as an impaired water
body under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act (CWA).

Fish species inhabiting the river include brown trout, rainbow trout, mountain whitefish, carp,
chiselmouth, northern pike minnow, dace, sunfish, tui chub, catfish, sculpin, redside shiner,
sucker, and chub. Brown and rainbow trout generally reside upstream of the Star diversion,
although mountain whitefish occur downstream of this location to the Snake River. The warm-
water species are more abundant downstream of the Star diversion (IDEQ 1999).

The IDEQ has established total maximum daily load (TMDL) goals and implementation
measures for the Lower Boise River in an effort to restore water quality for sediment (reduce
total suspended sediment to 50 milligrams per liter (mg/l) for no more than 60 days and 80
mg/| for no more than 14 days) and bacteria (reduce 94% to 50 CFU per 100 ml).

56

Environmental Assessment
Idaho 16 Improvement Study

w:\2-80-02058\EA\EA FHWA resubmit (7/13/04) kap




IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
WATERWAYS/WATER QUALITY

High temperature is believed to be a natural condition and therefore, no TMDL measures have
been recommended for temperature (IDEQ 2003).

Lower Payette River

The Lower Payette River flows east to west approximately 1 mile north of the northern project
limit and is a tributary of the Snake River. The Lower Payette River basin covers
approximately 380,000 acres, including approximately 100,000 acres of irrigated agriculture,
with the remaining area sagebrush-steppe. The Lower Payette River has been modified
substantially with construction of the Black Canyon Reservoir, numerous irrigation projects,
and flood control projects (IDEQ 2003).

Fish species include trout, catfish, bass, crappie, carp, dace, redside shiners, sculpin, suckers,
and northern pike minnow.

The Lower Payette is listed on the Idaho 303(d) list for temperature, nutrients, and bacteria
(IDEQ 2003). Temperature violations are largely of natural origin and therefore TMDL
implementation measures are not recommended. TMDL measures are recommended for
nutrients (reduce by 30%) and bacteria (reduce by 14 to 44%).

Willow Creek

Willow Creek flows northeast to southwest across the Idaho 16 corridor. Stream flows vary
from zero to 939 cfs, with an average of 64 cfs. The basin covers approximately 55,545 acres
with nearly 5,000 acres in irrigated pasture and croplands. The creek has been modified
substantially by channelization, bank stabilization, and irrigation works. The Idaho Soil
Conservation Commission (2003) has prepared an agricultural TMDL plan for Willow Creek as
an element of the Lower Boise River TMDL. The goals are to reduce sediment by 37 percent
and bacteria by 94% (primary standard) and 62% (secondary standard).

Some summer temperature values exceed IDEQ criteria for cold water biota (22 °C or less).
Dissolved Oxygen and pH are within acceptable ranges. Bacteria concentrations exceed
water quality standards for both primary and secondary contact recreation based on single
sample exceedances. Nutrient levels are high; however, periphyton chlorophyll a levels are
below the nuisance level of 100-200 mg/m? (IDEQ 1999).

Floodplains

The 100-year floodplain boundaries for the Little Guich, Big Gulch, and Willow Creek crossings
are illustrated in figures 15, 16, and 17. All mapping is based on FEMA (Federal Emergency
Management Administration) maps for the area.
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
WATERWAYS/WATER QUALITY

Executive Order 11988 — Floodplain Management

EO 11988 requires all federally funded or permitted actions affecting floodplains to:

+ Consider alternatives to avoid adverse effects and incompatible development in
floodplains.

+ Design or modify the proposed action to minimize harm to or within the floodplain.

Prepare and circulate a public notice containing an explanation as to why the
proposed action will be located in the floodplain.

L 4

Design and construct facilities consistent with the National Flood Insurance Program.

*

Apply flood proofing measures and, wherever practicable, elevate structures above
the base flood elevation rather than filling in the floodplain.

>

+ Provide conspicuous delineation of flood elevations within the flood zone.

Where adverse floodplain impacts are anticipated, an evaluation of alternatives is required and
an “Only Practicable Alternative Finding” is required that: (a) reasons why the proposed action
must be located in the floodplain; (b) alternatives considered and why the alternatives are not
practicable; and (c) a statement indicating whether the action conforms to applicable state or
local fioodplain protection standards.

Ada County Flood Hazard Overlay District

Under Article F, Flood Hazard Overlay District, Section 8-3F-6-4 — Floodways, Ada County
requires a floodplain development permit to verify compliance. This involves:

+ Certification by a professional engineer that any proposed new development within the
floodway shall not result in any increase in flood levels during the occurrence of the
base flood discharge.

+ No alteration of a watercourse that diminishes the flood-carrying capacity.
+ Stabilization of any structures to prevent floatation, collapse, or lateral movement.

+ Channel and bank stabilization in foothill tributary floodways, certified by a registered
professional engineer.

L 4

Locating all bridge crossings a minimum of 2 feet above the base flood elevation, with
all supporting structures able to withstand the flows and velocities of the base flood.
Gem County Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance

The Gem County Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance requires a Floodplain Development
Permit to demonstrate compliance. This permit addresses:
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
WATERWAYS/WATER QUALITY

+ Encroachments in the floodway, including fill, new construction, etc., are prohibited
unless certified by a registered professional engineer or architect that such actions
shall not increase any flood levels during the base flood.

+ Any work within the floodway must comply with all the flood hazard reduction
provisions of the ordinance regarding flood proofing, etc.

Impacts During Construction
Waterways and Water Quality

Erosion/sedimentation impacts could occur during substantial rainfall and/or snowmelt runoff
events when exposed soils could be washed off site and into receiving waters. Sediment
deposition could reduce conveyance and/or flood storage capacity. Increased turbidity and
associated nutrient loading could be detrimental to fish and other aquatic life. Suspended
solids could clog fish gills, degrade spawning habitat, and cover habitat for benthic
invertebrates. Increased nutrient loading could result in undesirable algal growth.

In addition, accidental spills of toxic chemicals could occur during construction. Gasoline,
diesel fuel, oil, antifreeze, hydraulic fluids, brake fluids, concrete wash water, paving
compounds, and other potentially toxic chemicals used during construction could be spilled on
the ground or into drainage courses and/or receiving waters and could also contaminate
groundwater. Any spills in receiving waters could be lethal to fish and other aquatic life. Any
groundwater contamination could impact drinking water in downgradient water supply wells.

Floodplains

The proposed Idaho 16 project will fill 22.6 acres of floodplain (figures 15, 16, and 17). A total
of 14 acres is in the Jackass Guich Creek drainage. With this amount of filling, the potential
exists to worsen flooding impacts on adjoining properties.

Only Practicable Alternative Finding
1. Reasons Why the Proposed Action Must be Located in the Floodplain:

+ Mainline crossings of Willow Creek, Big Gulch Creek, and Little Gulch Creek
floodplains must be in the floodplain because they cross Idaho 16 in an east-west
direction. Shifting the alignment east or west will not avoid the floodplain.

+ ldaho 16 is in the Jackass Guich floodplain. A new alignment in this location will
produce more impacts than those associated with improving the existing alignment.
Frontage and backage roads in the Jackass Guich floodplain will require hydraulic
analysis during final design.

2. Alternatives Considered and Why the Alternatives are Not Practicable.

+ No Action — The No-Action Alternative does not meet the project purpose and need.

Environmental Assessment
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
WATERWAYS/WATER QUALITY

+ Improvement Alternative — Improve Idaho 16 without widening or constructing
frontage/backage roads. This alternative also will not meet the project purpose and
need, or ITD’s access policy.

+ Relocate Idaho 16 west between MP 7 and MP 9 to avoid impacts to the Jackass
Gulch Creek floodplain. This alternative was rejected because it will create additional
floodplain fill beyond that described in this action.

+ Improve Idaho 16 Without New Frontage/Backage Roads - this alternative will not
meet the project purpose and need or ITD’s access policy.

3. Conformity with Applicable State or Local Floodplain Protection Standards.

+ Compliance with Ada County and Gem County flood control ordinances will require
culvert crossings in a floodway to pass the 100-year flood. Also, bridge piers at the
Willow Creek crossing will be located outside the floodway.

+ In final design, hydrologic and hydraulic analyses will need to verify compliance with
the Ada and Gem County flood control ordinances and Federal Flood Insurance
requirements.

4. Measures to Minimize Harm to the Floodplain

+ Hydrologic and hydraulic analyses will be done as projects are brought to final design
which contain floodplain impacts as described in this EA.

+ Use 3:1 side slopes and/or retaining walls to minimize side slope fill.

+ Use natural wood, rock, and riparian plantings to stabilize stream banks upstream and
downstream of roadway crossings as determined by hydraulic analysis.

Impacts During Operations
Waterways and Water Quality

During long-term operation, highway runoff could discharge to receiving waters, either directly
or indirectly via drainage courses or conveyance facilities. However, most runoff is expected
to flow overland across adjoining right-of-way (ROW) and infiltrate into the ground.

Based on comparing existing impervious area (57 acres) to new impervious area (165 acres),
the project will generate approximately 2.89 times more pollutant loading than existing
conditions. Annual runoff volume will be approximately 222 acre-feet (222 acres of total
impervious area times the annual rainfall of 12 inches, or one foot).

Highway runoff typically has elevated concentrations of suspended solids, oil and grease,
metals (lead, copper, zinc), bacteria, nutrients, and organic chemicals. Highway runoff is likely
to have seasonally high concentrations of roadway de-icing salts and sand, and depending on
the use of roadside vegetation maintenance chemicals, may also have elevated
concentrations of herbicides and pesticides. A large percentage of runoff pollutants are
derived from automobiles and trucks. A large fraction of roadway runoff poliutants can be
derived from wind-blown dirt and dust that settles on the roadway. Bacteria sources include
road kill animals and bird droppings. .
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
WATERWAYS/WATER QUALITY

Existing studies indicate that all surface waters and groundwater in the study area have been
previously contaminated and are susceptible to additional contamination from highway runoff.
Based on existing drainage patterns and site conditions, most runoff will flow overltand and
infiltrate following rainfall events. If the ground is frozen during a rain-on-snow event,
infiltration may be limited and additional surface water may reach receiving waters.

Since most roadway runoff is expected to infiltrate during normal conditions; since area soils
are well drained or excessively drained; and since the groundwater table is shallow (5 to 30
feet), groundwater contamination is a concern. Bacteria, metals, and toxic organic chemicals
will be of greatest concern. Any groundwater contamination could result in violations of
drinking water quality standards in downgradient water supply wells. Since most runoff
apparently infiltrates uniformly along the highway, discharge to groundwater may be
sufficiently diffuse.

Any runoff reaching receiving waters could have adverse impacts to fish and wildlife and
primary and secondary recreational users. Any increase in sediment, nutrient, or bacteria
loading to Willow Creek, the Lower Boise River, or the Lower Payette River will conflict with
existing TMDL plans.

As described for Impacts During Construction, accidental spills on the new roads could cause
impacts to water quality.

Floodplains

Operational impacts may occur to floodplains if the capacity of culverts, bridge openings, or
stream channels is reduced by sediment deposition or debris during or following major flood
events. Impacts may also occur if stream channels are eroded and/or otherwise destabilized
during high flows.

Vegetation, Wildlife, and Threatened & Endangered Species
Studies and Coordination

Federal species lists were obtained from the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) in March
2004. USFWS also sent a letter in July 2004. The letter and list can be found in Appendix C.

The BLM Four Rivers Field Office botanist was contacted to discuss the project and obtain
maps of the known locations of BLM sensitive species. The concern was that the project
could affect known populations of Allium aaseae (Aase’s onion), Lepidium papilliferum
(slickspot peppergrass), and Primula wilcoxiana (Wilcox’s primrose) (A. Debolt, personal
communication).

The Idaho Conservation Data Center (CDC) was also contacted to obtain any other records of
sensitive species in the project area (Correspondence and Supporting Documentation). CDC
records showed occurrences of Aase’s onion and Cyperus rivularis (shining flatsedge) within
or adjacent to the project area. Further consultation revealed that shining flatsedge
occurrences are outside the project area. ITD will direct contractors during the preconstruction
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
VEGETATION, WILDLIFE, AND THREATENED & ENDANGERED SPECIES

meetings of the each portion of the improvements concerning measures to avoid and minimize
impacts to state sensitive species.

Methodology

Existing documents and aerial photographs were reviewed to determine whether habitat for
the federal listed and state sensitive species occurred in the project corridor.

A field survey was conducted on April 9, 10, and 11, 2002 for Aase’s onion, Wilcox’s primrose,
or any other rare plants. Three separate parcels of BLM land were identified as the survey
area. The two southernmost parcels were surveyed on April 9. The northernmost parcel near
Freezeout Hill was surveyed on April 10 and 11. All BLM land within 0.25 mile of Idaho 16
was surveyed for the presence of Aase’s onion, Wilcox’s primrose, or any other rare plants.

All occurrences found were recorded using the Idaho Rare Plant Observation Report Form
from the Idaho CDC and recorded (Entranco 2003c). '

During the week February 13, 2003, a two-person crew surveyed for slickspot habitat (termed
slickspots) along the Idaho 16 corridor from MP 3 to MP 10 (Entranco 2003c). The ground
was free from snow at the time of the survey. The remaining portions of the project area
(between MPs 0-3 and 10-12) were not surveyed due to lack of suitable sagebrush-steppe
habitat.

Affected Environment

Table 11 lists the species reviewed for possible occurrence in the study area based on the
USFWS letter dated September 1, 2003. Among the species reviewed, none were found in
the project area.

Table 11
Threatened Candidate and Sensitive Species in the Project Area

Common Name Federal Status Presence in Project Site
Bald eagle (Haliaeetus Threatened Occasional Wintering/Foraging
leucocephalus)
Gray wolf (Canis lupus) Experimental/Nonessential Not present
Bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus) Threatened Not present, no suitable habitat
Bull trout Critical Habitat Proposed Not present
Yellow-billed cuckoo (Cocczysus Candidate Not present
americanus)
Southern Idaho ground squirrel Candidate Not present
(Spermophilus brunneus endemicus)

Environmental Assessment
Idaho 16 Improvement Study 65

wi\2-80-02058\EA\EA_FHWA resubmit (7/13/04) kap



IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
VEGETATION, WILDLIFE, AND THREATENED & ENDANGERED SPECIES

Aase’s onion and Wilcox’s primrose identified during surveys are listed in the Rare Plant
Survey for the BLM (Entranco 2003c). Additional plant and wildlife species that may be
present in the study area were also documented (Entranco 2003c).

Impacts During Construction

The project will have No Effect on the bald eagle since eagles use the area only occasionally
for wintering and foraging and have priority habitat areas of preference. The project will have
No Effect on the gray wolf, bull trout, yellow-billed cuckoo, or southern Idaho ground squirrel,
since it has been determined that these species do not occur in the area.

Five populations of Aase’s onion will be directly impacted by roadway construction due to
excavation or fill. However, the two populations of Wilcox’s primrose are outside the
construction zone and will not be impacted.

Impacts During Operation

Impacts on sensitive plant species may occur with any post-construction
erosion/sedimentation impacts in the vicinity of the populations. Impacts will result from

covering the plants or nearby plant associations and by providing opportunity for invasive
species.

Land Use

Studies and Coordination
The City of Emmett, Gem County, Ada County, and City of Star planning departments, or
appropriate officials, were contacted for information. Other agency communications, 2000

census data, facilities information from public service and utility providers, aerial photographs,
site visits, and personal communications also provided data for analysis.

Methodology

Several documents were used in preparing this section, including local jurisdiction land use
plans and zoning codes, regional plans, and federal regulations.

Affected Environment

The Idaho 16 corridor has mostly rural residential and agricultural land uses. Idaho 16is a
primary commuting route between Emmett and Boise. Figure 18 shows existing land use.
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
LAND USE

Commercial Land Uses

The highest concentration of commercial uses in the project area is near Emmett, Idaho at the
northern terminus, in an area designated Mixed Plan Development. These commercial land
uses provide goods and services to the surrounding community and commuters passing
through the area, including retail, gas stations, and other vocational uses.

A few commercial uses also occur along Idaho 16 in Gem and Ada counties, including the
Firebird Raceway in Ada County on the west side of Idaho 16 and the Winery at Eagle Knoll.
Also, several family owned and operated businesses exist along the project corridor. Plans
are underway to build a new golf course next to the Winery at Eagle Knoll as part of a 240-
acre development (driving range, new vineyards, and single-family homes).

Residential Land Uses

Rural residential homes are scattered along the project area, with the majority either near
SH 44 or near Emmett. The homes near SH 44 are mostly tied to farming activity, while
homes near Emmett are part of planned communities. Other communities within the project
area are near Willow Creek and the Deep Canyon area.

Recreational Uses

Recreational activity is limited within the project area. A camping site is located off of idaho 16
near the Emmett fairgrounds. Also, the Freezeout Hill Lookout site is located in Gem County
on the west side of Idaho 16. Drivers can pull off and view the Emmett Valley below while
reading about the area’s first residents and view a September 11, 2002 Monument.

A privately owned dirt bike track is west of Firebird Raceway. Local residents pay to use the
track. Trails and parking areas provide roadside access for horseback riding and other off-
road activities.

Agricultural and Public Lands

Agricultural land use occurs along most of the project corridor (also see Farmland and
Irrigation). A large portion of land (about 42 acres) adjacent to Idaho 16 is BLM property.

Land Use Zoning

The project lies mostly within two zones: Rural Residential (RR), Ada County; and Agricultural,
Gem County. Figure 19 shows existing zoning, which differs from land use in several areas.
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
LAND USE

Schools

Meridian Joint School District No. 2 serves the project area in Ada County and has a bus route
that serves Idaho 16 up to the border of Ada and Gem counties. Emmett School District 221
serves the project area in Gem County and has a bus route that serves Idaho 16 to the border
of Ada and Gem counties.

Police, Fire, and Emergency Services

The Gem County Sheriff's department dispatch center serves all of Gem County. Non-
emergency transports and extrication services are provided by Gem County Emergency
Medical Services (EMS). The department provides 24-hour service.

Ada County EMS serves Ada County. Medic Station 56 provides primary response to the
portion of Idaho 16 that lies in Ada County. Ada County Sheriff's Department also responds to
emergencies along ldaho 16 in Ada County.

Utilities

Idaho Power provides electricity to the project area. For the first 2 miles of Idaho 16 from its
intersection with SH 44, overhead poles on the east side parallel Idaho 16 and then cross to
the west side near Beacon Light Road, leaving the project area and disappearing over the hill.
The overhead power line reappears at Firebird Raceway and crosses back to the east side of
Idaho 16 before crossing back to the west side near the Halfway Village.

Emmett provides water and sewer services in the northern portion of the project within Gem
County. The City does not serve the county’s southern part, or what is known as Freezeout
Hill, near the Ada County border. It is unlikely the City will extend services anytime soon.

The project area within Ada County is served by wells and individual septic systems.

Intermountain Gas Company serves more than 200,000 customers and supplies the project
area with natural gas. The company is a privately owned with headquarters in Boise.

Qwest Communications provides telephone and Internet services to the project area. Charter
Communications provides television cable services.

Impacts During Construction

Impacts during construction will include both temporary disturbances of existing land uses and
conversion to transportation land use through acquisition of additional ROW for the project.
Tables 12 and 13 approximate the existing land use types that will be converted to
transportation use in Gem County and Ada County. New ROW will be required along the
entire roadway corridor on both sides of the roadway. The acreages in tables 12 and 13
account for the land necessary to widen Idaho 16 and to build the frontage and backage
roads. Acreages for ROW impacts were determined using cut/ill limits from the preliminary
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
LAND USE

design. Approximately 400 acres of ROW will be acquired for the project (WIS 2004). This
number will change as final negotiations are conducted during the project's phases.

Table 12
Acreage of Existing Land Use Types Directly Converted to
Transportation Uses in Gem County

Land Use Category Mainline Acreage Frontage/Backage
Single-Family Residential 0 2
Agriculture/Natural Resources 15 36
City Limits 4 3
Mix Plan Development 60 10
Other 1 1

Subtotal Acres 80 52
Total 132

Notes: All acreages have been rounded to the nearest whole acre.

Table 13
Acreage of Existing Land Use Types Directly Converted to

Transportation Uses in Ada County
Land Use Category Mainline Acreage Frontage/Backage

General Commercial 4 1
Agriculture/Natural Resources 10 59
Tax Exempt Land 10 35
General Industrial 0 1
 Single-Family Residential 15 39
Subtotal Acres 39 135

Total 174

Notes: All acreages have been rounded to the nearest whole acre.

To widen Idaho 16 and construct new frontage and backage roads, the proposed project wili
cross lands owned by BLM and may affect access temporarily (Tax-Exempt in table 13). The
project will require some property for ROW or the granting of a transportation easement.

Temporary impacts will vary from location to location, including traffic detours and an increase
in noise, dust, and traffic congestion during construction. During construction, travel times will
increase due to traffic detours and vehicle delays, particularly at new intersections because of
lane reductions used to provide work zones. Businesses near Emmett will most likely see a
reduction in parking areas and access limitations due to construction within the ROW. These
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
LAND USE

disruptions will most likely make the project area less appealing and reduce business activity
for local merchants, especially in and near Emmett.

Utilities, both public and private, within the project’s construction limits will be either adjusted
or relocated prior to or during construction. Utility customers, both residences and businesses,
may experience temporary service disruptions during utility relocation efforts.

Emergency response time for police, fire, and medical services will be expected to increase
temporarily whenever service vehicles must travel on Idaho 16.

Impacts During Operation

Once in operation, the Preferred Alternative will increase vehicular mobility along Idaho 16 and
provide safer access to commercial, farmland, and residential areas through the use of
frontage and backage roads and new intersections.

The project will alter the overall character of the communities, particularly where new frontage
and backage roads will be built to provide access and accommodate additional development in
the corridor. Where existing residential displacements occur, neighborhoods will take on a
new shape as some of the existing homes are removed. The project will not separate any
existing residential or commercial areas from their neighboring uses. Improvements to
existing streets or the construction of new turn lanes and access roads will improve vehicular
and pedestrian movements throughout the project area.

Farmland and Irrigation
Studies and Coordination

Locally important farmlands as well as prime and unique farmlands were inventoried for the
project. A Farmland Conversion Impact Rating (Form AD-1006) was completed (see Forms
section), and is on record with the NRCS. Contact also took place with the Farmer’s Union
Ditch, Gem County Irrigation District, and Emmett Irrigation District, as well as landowners to
help determine impacts to farmlands and irrigation in the project area.

Methodology

Aerial maps with alignment plans, along with site visits, were used to complete the farmland
impact assessment. Alignment plans were overlaid on GIS mapping to determine impacts.

Under the Farm Protection Policy Act (FPPA), federal agencies sponsoring a project are
required to examine the impacts of their programs. For this project, a site assessment was
completed using AD-1006. NRCS is responsible for the land evaluation component. Sites
receiving a combined score of less than 160 per the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
system do not require further evaluation. Alternatives should be proposed for sites with a
combined score greater than 160 points.
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
FARMLAND AND IRRIGATION

Affected Environment

The majority of farmland in the project area is considered Prime Farmland or Prime Farmiland
if Irrigated by NRCS, according to their Soil Survey Geographic Database. The NRCS defines
prime farmland as land that has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics
for producing agricultural crops with minimum inputs of fuel, fertilizer, pesticides, and labor and
with minimal soil erosion. Because of this definition, prime farmlands include acreages that
are designated as other land uses and that may not be in use for agriculture at this time.

Within the project area, approximately 71 acres of prime farmlands occur adjacent to Idaho 16
in Gem County and approximately 87 acres occur adjacent to Idaho 16 in Ada County. The
project area also contains locally important farmlands, meaning the farmlands are important to
the area’s local economy and business infrastructure. Farmland parcels in the project area
range from 1.5 acres to more than 350 acres. The primary crop in the area is alfalfa.
Farmland is also used for grazing, with most grazing occurring within Gem County.

Canal systems irrigate most, if not all, of the farmland within the project area. The Emmett
Irrigation District controls the canals within the project area in Gem County, while The
Farmer’s Union Ditch controls most canals within the project area in Ada County. Most
farmland near MP 3 to MP 5 is currently zoned rural residential. This area has experienced a
trend of land being sold for development. Some farmland currently under cultivation is already
platted for commercial and residential development.

Impacts During Construction

The project will affect 62 farmland parcels, approximately 120 acres (figure 20 and table 14).
To determine impacts, the preliminary design was placed over existing land use maps.
Farmlands within the cut/fill lines for either the mainline or frontage and backage roads were
considered affected. Frontage and backage road construction will divide 21 farmland parcels
in Ada County and 5 farmland parcels in Gem County, for a total of 26 farmland divisions.
Construction of frontage and backage roads will break these lands into one or more parcels.

Table 14
Farmland Impacts

Gem County Farmland 51 acres
Ada County Farmiand 69 acres
Total Acquired for ROW 120 acres
Farmland Parcels 62
Divided Farmland Parcels 26
Canal/lrrigation Ditches Seven
Pivots One
NRCS Impact Rating Score 180
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
FARMLAND AND IRRIGATION

During construction, farmers or others using agricultural properties will experience more
delays in moving equipment. For those whose lands are being divided, conducting farming or
grazing activities will present more challenges while construction is occurring.

Upon reviewing form AD-1006, the NRCS stated that the proposed action will convert less
than 1% of the farmland (both Prime and Prime if Irrigated) in Gem and Ada counties to
nonagricultural uses. The land evaluation score on form AD-1066 was 100, while the site
assessment score was 80 for a total of 180. Under FPPA, sites receiving a combined score of
more than 160 require further evaluation and development of potential mitigation measures.
The form and criteria for the rating are provided in the Forms section of this EA.

The project will directly convert approximately 15 acres to widen Idaho 16 and 36 acres to
construct the frontage and backage roads in Gem County. In Ada County, approximately 10
acres will be converted to widen Idaho 16 and 59 acres to construct the frontage and backage
roads.

Irrigation canals that cross under Idaho 16 will be reconstructed, and new culverts installed
where canals cross new frontage and backage roads (figures 21 and 22). These impacts will
be temporary and will not have long-term impacts. The project will cross these canals/ditches:

- Pollard Ditch: Crosses Idaho 16 and will « Drain Ditch 11: Crosses Idaho 16 and will cross two

cross one frontage/backage road. frontage and backage roads. Project requires 400-foot
realignment.

- Middleton Mill/Middleton Canal: Crosses - Drain Ditch 10: Crosses ldaho 16 and will cross two
Idaho 16 and will cross two frontage and frontage and backage roads.
backage roads.

- Foothill Ditch: Crosses Idaho 16 and will - Last Chance Canal: Crosses Idaho 16.
cross two frontage and backage roads.

- Black Canyon Canal: Crosses Idaho 16 - Farmer’s Union Canal: Crosses Idaho 16 and will
and will cross two intersection ramps. cross one frontage/backage road. Project requires 125-

foot siphon extension under idaho 16 crossing.

Impacts During Operation

Under the proposed design, two stop-controlled intersections will operate at Level of Service F
(LOS F): Idaho 16/Floating Feather Road and Idaho 16/Chaparral Road. Moving farm
vehicles across four lanes of Idaho 16 will be more difficult at these two intersections.
Movement will be smoother at the signalized intersections where the LOS will improve to LOS
D with the project and farmers may also benefit from the wider shoulders that will allow them
to move equipment without being in the main stream of Idaho 16 traffic. Also, for those whose
farmlands are now divided by this project, operations may become more expensive as the
economies of size will be lost and more time will be spent moving equipment.
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Environmental Justice
Studies and Coordination

Year 2000 census data and assessor’s data for Gem and Ada counties were used to
determine the characteristics of residents and businesses in the project vicinity.

Methodology

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 states that:

No person in the United States shall, on the grounds of race, color, or national
origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected
to discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal financial
assistance. (42 USC 2000d)

Presidential EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations, signed by the President on February 11, 1994,
further directs federal agencies to identify and address disproportionately high and adverse
human health and environmental effects, including the interrelated and social and economic
effects of their programs, policies and activities on minority and low-income populations in the
United States. In determining whether an impact falls disproportionately on minority or low-
income populations, this report considers the entire low-income and minority populations in the
affected area so as not to exclude those who do not live in a geographic area classified as
“minority” or “low-income.”

How many minority and/or low-income individuals (i.e., what percentage of the population)
does it take to designate a specific area as a minority and/or low-income area? The
Presidential Executive Order is silent on this issue. However, the Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) Environmental Justice Guidance Under the National Environmental Policy Act,
1998, contains the following in its discussion of minority population identification: “Minority
populations should be identified where either: (a) the minority population of the affected area
exceeds 50 percent or (b) the minority population percentage of the affected area is
meaningfully greater than the minority population percentage in the general population or other
appropriate unit of geographic analysis.” This methodology was adopted to identify both
minority, elderly, disabled, and low-income populations and areas.

Affected Environment

Per 2000 census data for Gem County, 6.9 percent of the population within the project area
are considered minority, about 13.6 percent are considered low-income, 12.3 percent are
considered elderly, and 39.1 percent have a disability, compared to 6.2 percent, 13.1 percent,
15.6 percent, and 36.1 percent, respectively, countywide.

Per 2000 census data in Ada County, 4.7 percent within the project area are considered
minority, about 4.4 percent are considered low-income, 7.8 percent are considered elderly,
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
DISPLACEMENTS/RELOCATIONS

and 19.9 percent have a disability, compared to 7.1 percent, 7.7 percent, 9.1 percent, and 23.8
percent, respectively, countywide.

As indicated by the data, the project area does not have any disproportionately high
populations of minority or low-income citizens. Therefore the project area does not have an
environmental justice (EJ) population.

Impacts

No minority or low-income populations have been identified that will be adversely affected by the
proposed project as determined above. Thus, this project will not have disproportionately high
and adverse effects on minority or low-income populations per EO 12898.

Displacements/Relocations
Studies and Coordination

Aerial photographs, 2000 census data, assessor’s data for Gem and Ada counties, and field
surveys were used to determine the characteristics of residences and businesses in the
project vicinity. Assessor’s Offices for Gem and Ada counties, The Intermountain Multiple
Listing Service (IMLS), and local realtors were also consulted to determine housing costs and
availability of comparable residential and commercial properties in the area.

Methodology

The impact analysis considered the number of businesses and residences that will be
displaced as a result of ROW acquisition. If a property was located within the cut and fill limits
of the Preferred Alternative, it was considered to be an impacted property. When the ROW
runs through or very close to an existing building or structure, that structure was considered to
be a displacement impact. The extent of ROW requirements was based on preliminary
design.

Affected Environment

Refer to the Land Use and Farmland and Irrigation sections.
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
DISPLACEMENTS/RELOCATIONS

Impacts During Construction

The project will displace 11 residential and 3 commercial buildings and their associated land
will be acquired as new ROW. Properties indicated in table 15 and on figures 23 through 27
only involve displacements. Tables 12 and 13, in Land Use, show overall project ROW needs.

Table 15
Potential Displacements for Idaho 16 Improvement Study

Stationing
Ownership Property Description (Mile Post)
1. Craig Thomson Single Family residence 0.4
2. Revels Family Trust Single Family residence 05
3. Stephen Hoyt Single Family residence 0.55
4, Bradley Thornton Single Family residence 1.1
5. Jack Jones Single Family residence 1.2
6. Hoot Nanney Farms Single Family residence 1.3
7. James Henry Single Family residence 54
8. Mitchell Wieland Single Family residence 6.2
9. Winners Circle Horse Commercial: Roadside Tavern 7.2
10. Sands Orchards Commercial: House and Fruit Stand 11.8
11. Walter Clements Single Family residence 12.5
12. Sands Orchards Residential House 115
13. Scott Desind Commercial: Service Station 13.75
14, Steve Mednicoff Single Family residence 125
Note: The numbers shown next to each owner correspond to figures 23 through27.

Impacts During Operation

There will be no impacts during operation.

Environmental Assessment
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
CULTURAL RESOURCES

Cultural Resources
Studies and Coordination

Previous archaeological/historic studies for past projects within a one mile radius of Idaho 16
were located and evaluated (Mauser 2003 and Peterson 2002). Records were searched at
the Idaho State Historic Preservation Office, BLM, Idaho State Historical Library, and Boise
Public Library. Records of 28 archaeological and/or historic sites within 0.5 mile of Idaho 16
were found (Mauser 2003).

Methodology

Field methods were designed to achieve a systematic intensive level of survey to locate and
delineate archaeological resources observable using surface survey techniques (Mauser
2003). Archaeological resources were documented per Idaho State Historic Preservation
Office (SHPO) requirements and recorded information included age, function, context, and
integrity. Recorded data were used to evaluate significance without subsurface testing. A
pedestrian survey was conducted in parallel transects at 30-meter intervals (Mauser 2003).

Affected Environment

A total of 32 archaeological and/or historic sites were reviewed in the project corridor (Mauser
2003) to determine eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Eleven
resources (figures 28 and 29) were determined to be eligible (ITD/SHPO 2003):

= Middleton/Middleton Mill Canal System » Drainage Ditch 10, District 2

» Pollard Ditch =  Foothill Ditch

= Drainage Ditch 11, District 2 = Mossman/Revels Farmstead
= Farmer’s Union Canal = Mossman Farmstead

» Last Chance Canal = Liberty Grange

= Girdner and Jones Ranch

These resources were recommended as eligible because they are characteristic of the late
1800 to early 1900 agricultural development of Treasure Valley.

In addition, potential impacts to three other NRHP resources in the area were considered.
However, these three resources were found not to be eligible because they were not intact
and were considered noncontributing elements to the NRHP site (Mauser 2003).
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
CULTURAL RESOURCES

Impacts During Construction

Table 16 summarizes impacts to the NRHP resources.

Table 16
Summary of Cuitural Resource Impacts and Determinations of Effect

Resource Impacts Determination
Pollard Ditch Extend crossing at Idaho 16 and construct one new frontage/backage road crossing. | No effect
Drainage Ditch 11, Extend crossing at Idaho 16 and construct two new frontage/backage road crossings. | No effect
District 2 Relocate 400 feet of canal for frontage/backage road crossing.

Middleton/Middleton Extend crossing at Idaho 16 and construct two new frontage/backage road crossings. | No effect
Mill Canal System
Drainage Ditch 10, Extend crossing at Idaho 16 and construct two new frontage/backage road crossings. | No effect
District 2
Foothill Ditch Extend crossing at Idaho 16 and construct two new frontage/backage road crossings. | No effect
Farmers’ Union Canal | Extend crossing at Idaho 16 and construct one new frontage/backage road crossings. | No adverse
Construct 410 feet of culvert extension. effect
Black Canyon Canal Extend crossing at Idaho 16 and construct two new interchange ramp crossings. No adverse
effect
Last Chance Canal Extend crossing at Idaho 16. No effect
Girdner & Jones Ranch | ROW along SH 44. No effect
Liberty Grange ROW along Idaho 16. No effect
Mossman Farmstead ROW along Idaho 16. No effect
Mossman/Revels Removal of an existing modern residence. ROW along Idaho 16. No adverse
Farmstead effect

Impacts During Operation

It was determined that the identified resources will not be impacted, since the portions within
the Area of Potential Effect (which corresponds to the screening corridor described in
Alternatives Considered but Rejected) for [daho 16 are non-contributing elements. These
determinations were supported by ITD and SHPO (Correspondence and Supporting
Documentation).
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Idaho 16 Improvement Study 89

wi\2-80-02058\EA\EA_FHWA resubmit (7/13/04) kap



IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Hazardous Materials
Studies and Coordination

An Initial Site Assessment (ISA) was performed to identify and investigate sites within a 2-mile
radius of the project that currently or historically have had the potential to adversely impact the
project site through releases of hazardous substances to the surface, the subsurface, or
groundwater (Entranco 2002). This study reviewed published documentation, city and county
records, engineering plans, and environmental databases.

Methodology

A variety of hazardous waste databases were collected and reviewed to screen potential sites
within a 2-mile radius of Idaho 16. In addition, staff interviewed City officials, business owners,
and private property owners of identified sites of concern. Site visits were conducted and
photographs were taken (Entranco 2002).

Affected Environment

An Initial Site Assessment was prepared for this project (Entranco 2002). A total of 13
suspected hazardous waste sites were evaluated (list of sites in table 18). Only one site—the
Emmett Chevron—was identified as a site where contaminants might be present in subsurface
soils and groundwater. This contaminant plume is currently being cleaned up by IDEQ. The
plume has migrated under the existing alignment of Idaho 16 and is nearly perpendicular to
the alignment. It has not yet been determined whether these efforts will remove the
contaminant plume. These sites are shown on table 17 and figures 30 and 31.

Impacts During Construction

Of the potential hazardous waste sites, only the Emmett Chevron was identified as having
likely contamination of subsurface soils and groundwater. New ROW will be required on the
south and west sides of this property and a Preliminary Site Investigation (Type I
investigation) will be done prior to completing final design to determine the presence and
extent of impacts within existing and proposed new ROW (ITD 2004). The site poses a risk
because:

+ Subsurface contaminants may be present in soil and groundwater beneath Idaho 16 in
concentrations that could cause a hazardous condition for site workers. In addition,
contaminated soils could contaminate receiving waters, groundwater, or off-site soils if
not properly handled and disposed.

+ Subsurface contaminants may cause excavated soils to be classified as “hazardous
waste”, requiring special handling during construction.

+ Ifany ROW is acquired in contaminated areas, ITD should be aware of the impacts
and potential liabilities that ownership of such property may invoke.

90
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Table 17
Potential Hazardous Waste Sites Evaluated
Code’ Site Name/Address? MP (Side)? Reason for Listing*  Source>  Risk®
A Firebird Raceway 55W Competitive Racing R | 2
P.O. Box 1398 Facility - Fueling?
Eagle, ID
B Halfway Village 6.8E Bar, RV Park - Former R, 1 2
10570 idaho 16 Fueling?
Eagle, ID
C Sanders Farm Market 120E Commercial Produce R, 2
2990 East 12th Street Processing - Fueling?
Emmett, ID
D USDA Service Center 1288 Government Offices - R, I 2
900 East Idaho 16 Fueling?
Emmett, ID
E Emmett Valley Equip. Rental 13.7N Equipment Rental - R I 2
444 |daho 16 Fueling, Maint, Waste
Emmett, ID
F Thomas Motors (Chrysler-Dodge) 13.8S Auto Dealership, R, 1 2
2121 Service Avenue Fueling, Body Shop
Emmett, 1D Wastes?
G Timbers Inn (Scott Drive-In) 13.8N Restaurant, Former R 2
300 Idaho 16 Grocery - Fueling?
Emmett, ID
H Emmett Chevron (Jarmin’s 140N Current & Former RI,D,H 5
Sinclair) Service Station, Lust
1580 S. Washington Avenue Site
Emmett, ID
I Geriken’s Restaurant 1418 Current Restaurant R I 2
2001 S. Washington Avenue
Emmett, ID
J Maverik #212 141N Current Service R, I,D 4
110 West SH 52 Station
Emmett, ID
K Lube One 14.1-200 ft. N | Current Auto Service R 3
1575 S. Washington Avenue
Emmett, ID
L LOC Auto Care (NAPA) 14,0-200ft. N | Current Auto Service R, 1 3
1550 S. Washington Avenue
Emmett, ID
M Texaco/Scoggins Food Mart 14.0-200ft. N | Current Auto Service R 1,D 4
1340 S. Washington Avenue
Emmett, ID
1. Sites are shown on figures 30 and 31.
2. Current site name is used (prior site name in parentheses)
3. Milepost according to State Mile Post System (accurate to 0.10 mile). Side of road indicated as if traveling north.
4. Indicates primary information sources for listing: R=Reconnaissance, |=Interview, D=Database, H=Historical Documentation
5. Risk Rank: t=Lowest risk of hazardous materials impacts, 5=Highest risk of hazardous materials impacts
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
VISUAL QUALITY

Also, accidental spills of chemicals and other hazardous materials during construction could
occur. Such chemicals and materials may include wet concrete, concrete wash water,
gasoline, diesel fuel, oil, grease, radiator fluids, hydraulic fluids, solvents and degreasers, tar
and tar oils used in paving, and paint and related chemicals. If these are spilled on the ground
or in streams or irrigation canals, they have the potential to adversely affect surface waters,
soils, and groundwater in the study area.

Impacts During Operation

Hazardous waste contamination could potentially result from traffic accidents that have spills
of gasoline, oil, radiator fluid, brake fluid and/or hydraulic fluid and/or associated spills of
hazardous substances carried in trucks or other transport vehicles. Impacts may also occur
from spills of hazardous chemicals used in roadway or roadside vegetation maintenance.

Visual Quality
Studies and Coordination

The visual changes in the corridor will be largely the result of increasing urbanization and
changes to the landscape due to residential and commercial development. Public and agency
comments received during alternative screening identified areas likely to be developed and
what types of developments were planned. Both residences and local agencies identified
challenges with the planned access needed to support development. As part of noise
mitigation for the Idaho 16 project, a noise wall is being considered for an existing residential
neighborhood in Emmett. During the public hearing process later this year, public comment
will be solicited as to whether or not the residents want a noise wall, and if so, what visual
quality and aesthetic design attributes will be provided.

Methodology

The Visual Impacts — Light and Glare section of the Idaho Transportation Department
Environmental Process Manual (reference) was used as the technical basis for performing this
analysis. The visual quality assessment was based on site visits, ground photographs, aerial
photographs, a review of preliminary plans, and review of the public involvement records. The
noise mitigation proposed for this project was also evaluated.

Seven viewpoints were selected along the Idaho 16 corridor. Each viewpoint considered two
different views. Figure 32 shows the viewpoint locations. Table 18 describes these locations
briefly.

Environmental Assessment
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

VISUAL QUALITY

Table 18
Description of Viewpoints
Viewpoint
Number Location Existing View Impact Evaluated
1A MP 0.0 Idaho 16/SH 44 - o Idaho 16 looking southwest toward e Impact of wider roadway on travelers
Intersection SH 44 intersection o Impact of wider roadway from
1B MP 0.0 Idaho 16/SH 44 o View southwest from field toward perspective of adjacent landowner
Intersection Idaho 16/SH 44 intersection
2A MP 3.3 Near Farmer's Union Canal e Farmer's Union Canal and ridgeline e Relocation of canal and additional
Crossing residential development future residential development
2B ?:/IP 3.25 near Farmer’s Union e Territorial view looking toward road e Impact on territorial view
anal
3A MP 6.5 at Willow Creek Crossing  Bridge over Willow Creek « Impact on bridge over Willow Creek
3B MP 6.7 just north of Willow Creek o Territorial view of Willow Creek o Territorial view of Willow Creek from
Crossing from Idaho 16 Idaho 16
4A MP 9.25 at Jackass Gulch Creek  View of [daho 16 and adjacent » View of Idaho 16 and adjacent hillsides
Crossing hilisides at Jackass Guich crossing near Jackass Guich
4B MP 9.25 at Jackass Gulch ¢ View of Jackass Guich and o View of Jackass Gulch and adjacent
, adjacent hillsides hillsides
5A MP 11.0 at Freezeout Hill Lookout e Territorial view to the north toward » Territorial view to the north toward
Emmett Emmett
5B MP 11.0 at Freezeout Hill Lookout o View of Idaho 16 and adjacent cut e View of ldaho 16 and adjacent
slope from Freezeout Hill lookout cutslope from Freezeout Hill lookout
BA MP 12.0 at Idaho 16 and Cherry o View of Idaho 16 and Cherry Lane e Impact of new interchange
Lane intersection looking south
6B MP 12.0 at Idaho 16 and Cherry e View of Idaho 16 at Cherry Lane o Impact of new interchange
Lane looking north
7A MP 12.5 in Emmett » View of Idaho 16/Substation Road o Impact of new noise wall
intersection
7B MP 12.25 in Emmett o View of residence * Impact of new noise wall

Visual Quality

Visual quality is defined by the degree of vividness, intactness, and unity:

+ Vividness — Those features in a landscape that create a distinctive visual impression
by having a high degree of contrast in line, form, color, and texture. Four elements of
vividness (land form, water form, vegetative form, and manmade form) may be
present and/or affect the landscape. The amount of these features affect whether
vividness is rated high, moderate, or low.

+ Intactness — The visual integrity of the natural and manmade landscape and the
encroachment of visually unpleasing elements. The number of unpleasing elements
affect whether intactness is rated high, moderate, or low.

+ Unity - The visual coherence and compositional harmony of the landscape
considered as a whole. Distracting elements that do not fit in with the whole, affect
whether unity is rated high, moderate, or low.

Environmental Assessment
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
VISUAL QUALITY

Landscape Units

Five landscape units were identified within the overall project viewshed:

¢

Boise River Valley and associated farmlands, irrigation canals, streams, and adjacent
hillsides.

Willow Creek Valley and adjacent hillsides.
Jackass Guilch and surrounding hillsides.
Freezeout Hill and surrounding hillside and territorial views.

Payette River Valley, the City of Emmett, associated farmlands, and irrigation canals.

Physical and Physiological Factors

A viewer’s response depends not only on the surrounding area’s visual quality and character,
but also on these physical and physiological factors:

[

Viewer Distance — The distance at which an area is viewed influences what can be
seen and the view’s panoramic quality. Views can be divided into foreground,
middleground, and background. These are established by using distinguishable
landscape details. Foreground views are 0 to 500 feet, with clearly distinguishable
features. Middleground views are 500 feet to one-half mile, with broadly
distinguishable features. Background views are one-half mile and beyond, with no
individually distinguishable features.

Duration of View — The speed at which a motorist, cyclist, or pedestrian travels and
therefore the duration at which the project area is viewed.

Viewer Position — The viewer’s relative position above or below the project. For
example, is the viewer on a hill overlooking the corridor?

Viewer Activity — The viewer’s activity often determines their sensitivity to the
surrounding views. For example, a person using a park is usually more sensitive to
visual degradation than a person within an industrial setting.

Number of Viewers — The relative number of viewers is important to consider when
evaluating the visual quality of a project area. Residential developments may be
sensitive areas because many people view the road for relatively long periods.

All these factors are used when evaluating visual quality impacts. For example, impacts to
foreground views would be greater than changes to background views. Also, temporary
physical factors influence the viewer's perception, such as changes in light during the day or
seasonal effects on lighting and vegetation.

Affected Environment

Idaho 16 is an important transportation corridor connecting the communities of Star and Eagle
along SH 44 with the community of Emmett and SH 52 to the north. Affected viewers include
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
VISUAL QUALITY

the traveling public, local farmers and ranchers who live along Idaho 16, business owners
located along corridor, residents of newer hillside residential communities, and residents and
business owners in Emmett. The following sections describe the viewpoints. Table 19
summarizes the degree of vividness, intactness, and unity of each viewpoint.

Table 1
Matrix of Vividness, Intactness and ilnity for Existing Conditions

Viewpoint _ Location Vividness | Intactness Unity

1A MP 0.0 Idaho 16/SH 44 Intersection Moderate Low Moderate

1B MP 0.0 Idaho 16/SH 44 Intersection High Moderate Moderate

2A MP 3.3 at Farmer's Union Canal Moderate Low Low

2B MP 3.25 at Farmer’s Union Canal High High High

3A MP 6.5 at Willows Creek Crossing Low Low Low

3B MP 6.7 just north of Willows Creek crossing Moderate Moderate Moderate

4A MP 9.25 at Jackass Guich crossing Moderate Moderate Moderate

4B MP 9.25 at Jackass Guich crossing High High High

5A MP 11.0 at Freezeout Hill Lookout High High High

5B MP 11.0 at Freezeout Hill Lookout Moderate Moderate Moderate

6A MP 12.0 at Idaho 16/Cherry Lane intersection Moderate Moderate Moderate

6B MP 12.0 at Idaho 16/Cherry Lane intersection Moderate Moderate Moderate

7A MP 12.5 in Emmett Moderate Moderate Moderate

7B MP 12.25 in Emmett Moderate Moderate Moderate

Viewpoints 1A and 1B

Viewpoints 1A and 1B (photographs 1 and 2) are located at MP 0.0 at the intersection of Idaho
16 and SH 44. Viewpoint 1A looks southwest toward the road. In the foreground, the
shoulder and pavement conditions dominate the view. A highway sign and an existing
residence with associated trees can also be seen. A pickup truck, dump truck and the traffic
signal are visible at the far left. Viewpoint 1B looks southwest across a wheat field toward the
intersection with SH 44. The wheat field dominates the foreground from this viewpoint. The
intersecting highways and associated development around the intersection form a definitive
linear horizontal feature across the middleground.

Environmental Assessment
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
VISUAL QUALITY

Photograph 1: Viewpoint 1A at MP 0.0. Photograph 2: Viewpoint 1B at MP 0.0. From
Idaho 16 looking southwest toward SH 44 east of Idaho 16, looking southwest toward
intersection with SH 44

Viewpoints 2A and 2B

Viewpoints 2A and 2B (photographs 3 and 4) are located at MP 3.3 and MP 3.25, respectively.
Viewpoint 2A shows Idaho 16 in the middleground along with the crossing of Farmer’s Union
Canal. Sagebrush-steppe vegetation dominates the foreground and the slopes of the hillsides
on the opposite side of Idaho 16 occupy the middleground. Newer residential development is
visible along the ridgeline in the background. Viewpoint 2B provides a territorial view of the
Boise River Valley looking southwest across Idaho 16. Sagebrush-steppe vegetation
dominates the foreground and a pleasant farmland panorama represents the middleground.

4 =

Photograph 3: Viewpoint 2A at MP 3.3. Looking Photograph 4: Viewpoint 2B at MP 3.25.
northwest of Farmer’s Union Canal crossing Territorial view looking southwest across
toward residential development along ridgeline. Idaho 16.

Viewpoints 3A and 3B

Viewpoint 3A (photograph 5) is located at MP 6.5 at the Willow Creek Bridge crossing. The
view looks northwest across the bridge and dry creek bed. The bridge and the highway
dominate the view. Viewpoint 3B (photograph 6) is located at MP 6.7 looking southwest.
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
VISUAL QUALITY

Guard rail along the shoulder of Idaho 16 dominates the foreground. Willow Creek appears as
a long dark linear horizontal feature in the middleground. Farmsteads and fence lines are
visible in the middleground and background.

o

Photograph 5: Viewpoint 3A at MP 6.5. Looking Photograph 6: Viewpoint 3B at MP 6.7. Territorial
northwest across bridge at Willow Creek. view of Willow Creek looking southwest.

Viewpoints 4A and 4B

Viewpoints 4A and 4B (photographs 7 and 8) are located at MP 9.25 at the Jackass Guich
crossing. Viewpoint 4A looks north out onto the highway. Grasses and wildflowers dominate
the foreground, the highway dominates the middleground, and the foothills and Emmett Butte
appear in the background. Viewpoint 4B looks east from the highway toward an old gate and
fence. Sagebrush-steppe vegetation and hawthorn trees also appear in the middleground.
Rolling hills appear in the background.

A % 5 Ak "
J. 7 1 iR

Photograph 7: Viewpoint 4A at MP 9.25. Looking Photograph 8: Viewpoint 4B at MP 9.25.
north toward Idaho 16 and adjacent hills at Looking east at Jackass Gulch crossing.
Jackass Guich crossing Jackass Guich is just visible on the far left.

Viewpoints 5A and 5B

Viewpoints 5A and 5B (photographs 9 and 10) are located at MP 11.0, the Freezeout Hill
Lookout. The Lookout is a paved crescent-shaped roadway that allows travelers to turn off
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
VISUAL QUALITY

Idaho 16 and take in the regional panorama from Freezeout Hill. Viewpoint 5A looks north
over the Payette River Valley, Black Canyon Canal (middleground), Emmett (trees, houses,
buildings), and Emmett Butte on the horizon (background). Idaho 16 is visible to the far right.
Viewpoint 5B looks east across the Lookout guard rail and picnic area, across Idaho 16
(middleground) and beyond to the largest roadway cut along the entire corridor. The roadway
cut and the medium-sized evergreen tree on the right dominate this view.

P T e et o S T

Photograph 9: Viewpoint 5A at MP 11.0. Looking Photograph 10: Viewpoint 5B at MP 11.0.

north toward Emmett from Freezeout Hill Looking east with partial view of Freezeout Hill
Lookout. Lookout and major cut slope.
Viewpoints 6A and 6B

Viewpoints 6A and 6B (photographs 11 and 12) are located at MP 12.0. Viewpoint 6A looks
south toward Freezeout Hill. The Idaho 16/Cherry Lane intersection is visible in the
middleground. Viewpoint 6B looks north along the highway, which dominates this view.
Emmett Butte is visible in the background.

o

»

Photograph 11: Viewpoint 6A at MP 12.0. Photograph 12: Viewpoint 6B at MP 12.0.

Looking south of Idaho 16/Cherry Lane Looking north along Idaho 16 from
intersection. intersection with Cherry Lane.

Environmental Assessment
Idaho 16 Improvement Study 101

w:\2-B0-02058\EAVEA_FHWA resubmit (7/13/04) kap



IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
VISUAL QUALITY

Viewpoints 7A and 7B

Viewpoints 7A and 7B (photographs 13 and 14) are in Emmett at MP 12.5 and MP 12.25
respectively. Viewpoint 7A looks northwest across the |daho 16/Substation Road intersection.
Idaho 16 dominates the middle ground and automobiles and large residential trees appear
beyond the highway. Viewpoint 7B looks north. Idaho 16 dominates the foreground view, and
an existing residence, associated trees, a grassy field, and Emmett Butte are visible on the
north side of the highway.

TR A~ s
u‘.‘"Td s !'. 'J.:_‘ = s A s s
N e
Photograph 13: Viewpoint 7A at MP 12.5. Photograph 14: Viewpoint 7B at MP 12.25.
Looking northwest of the Idaho 16/Substation Looking north across Idaho 16 at the most
Road intersection. easterly residence (far left side of photo).
Impacts

Impacts During Construction

Temporary negative visual quality impacts will be expected at each viewpoint during
construction of the phases of the Idaho 16 improvements. Sources of view degradation during
construction would include heavy equipment, construction materials, staging areas, stockpiles
of fill and excavated materials, and piles of debris associated with demolition activities.
Overall, construction will affect a total of 400 acres.

Impacts will be more visible at intersections where frontage and backage roads will be
constructed, at the location of the new grade-separated interchange at Idaho 16 and Cherry
Lane (viewpoint 6A), and at the proposed noise wall near Idaho 16 and Substation Road
(viewpoint 7A). A typical view of construction impacts is shown in photograph 15. This
photograph documents typical construction activities that will affect views and was taken near
MP 10.75 where the Firebird Raceway Passing Lanes project is under construction. The
foreground is dominated by bare ground exposed by grading. Reflector barrels are visible on
the shoulder. The background views of green hillsides is unaffected. Vividness, intactness,
and unity will all be adversely affected.
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Photograph 15: View at MP 3.5 of
Construction Impacts from Firebird
Raceway Passing Lanes

Construction-related impacts will be very visible to

motorists and those existing property owners who are

nearest to the highway. Impacts will be limited to some

degree, because construction will be phased so that only

selected areas would be affected at one time and

construction would not occur along the entire corridor
SImuItaneously Visual impact will attenuate with increasing distance from the highway. For
example, construction impacts would be barely visible from Viewpoint 2B.

If construction continues beyond sunset, construction flood lighting would increase the light
and glare in construction areas for limited periods. Visual impacts may also occur during
construction as a result of wind blown dust from exposed soils.

Impacts During Operation
All Viewpoints

Following construction, the most visible impact will be the wider roadway segment. As shown
in figure 4, the main highway will vary in width from 72 to 92 feet and will be approximately 2 to
3 times wider than the existing highway. The visual impact will have the most impact on
property owners closest to the highway and will attenuate with distance. Loss of existing
roadside trees will be evident. During the year of opening, the new highway will have a fresh,
new appearance with new striping, new signals and signage, and new bridges (at select
locations), providing improved visual appeal over existing conditions. Over time, as the
highway and related facilities weather, that new visual appeal will be lost.

Additional visual impacts will be evident where new frontage and backage roads will be
constructed (see figure 3). In some cases, new paved frontage and backage roads will
replace existing gravel roads and the visual change may be considered positive by many
viewers. In other locations, new frontage and/or backage roads will be constructed across
previously undisturbed terrain and the visual change may be viewed as an intrusion into
previously undisturbed native or agricultural terrain. Some viewers may consider the visual
impact a loss of intactness and unity.

Following construction, traffic volumes will increase over time, with a corresponding increase
in light and glare.

Viewpoints 6A and 6B

Major changes in existing views will occur at Viewpoints 6A and 6B (photographs 11 and 12)
with construction of a new grade-separated interchange at this location. Some existing
ground-level views will be blocked by the highway interchange ramps and overpass structures.
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This will impact adjacent property owners the most as views across the highway will be
blocked. Motorists traveling up over the new ramps and structures will gain better territorial

views.

Viewpoints 7A and 7B

Major changes will occur in views both to and from Idaho 16 from Viewpoints 7A and 7B if the
proposed noise wall is constructed. The noise wall will vary in height from 7 to 9 feet from east
to west. For motorists driving down the highway, middleground views of residences and trees,
and background views of agricuitural lands and Emmett Butte will be replaced by foreground
views of a new noise wall. Similarly, existing residences will no longer have unobstructed
views across the highway in the north-south direction, and views will be obstructed by the new
wall.

Secondary and Cumulative Impacts
Introduction

This section discusses the potential secondary and cumulative (S&C) impacts of the Idaho 16
Preferred Alternative compared to the No Action Alternative. It begins with a definition of the
S&C geographic boundary, provides a summary of the land use impacts and defines the
regulatory basis and explains what is meant by S&C impacts. Future land use changes in the
project area are then described, focusing on the influence of the Idaho 16 project.

S&C impacts can be both beneficial and adverse. Prior to assessing the secondary and
cumulative impacts, county and municipal planners and engineers in the project area (Lish,
Eckles, Mitchell, personal communications) were contacted to define what geographic area
might be influenced by possible S&C impacts from the phased build out of the Preferred
Alternative. As a result, the area of impact boundary, land uses, and important resources are

shown in figure 33.

The Environmental Assessment team analyzed potential land use and socio-economic
impacts for the impact area as summarized in table 20. The S&C impacts to these and other

environmental elements are discussed following the table.
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
SECONDARY AND CUMULATIVE

Table 20
Summary of Secondary and Cumulative Impacts
Resource No Action Action
Traffic / LOS 0 +
Consistency with Local and County Land Use Plans 0 =
Land Use impacts 0 =

Agricultural Impacts

Residential Neighborhood Impacts 0 +
Residential / Business Relocations 0 =
Environmental Justice 0 0
Visual Resources ~ Views of Road / From Road 0 =

Key: Ois least beneficial / most negative; = is both positive and negative, depending on area within the S&C
boundary and other factors; and + is most beneficial / most positive

Regulatory Basis and Definitions of Secondary and Cumulative
Impacts

Environmental regulations implementing NEPA require federal agencies to consider direct,
secondary, and cumulative impacts of a proposed federal action. The Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR 1500—1508) provides a regulatory
framework and guidance for analyzing secondary and cumulative impacts.

Direct impacts “are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place.” Direct
impacts are discussed earlier in this EA.

Secondary (indirect) impacts “are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed
in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable”. Secondary impacts may include growth
inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use,
population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural
systems, including ecosystems.

Cumulative impacts result from the incremental impact of an action when added to other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or
non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over time. If an individual
project has no direct or indirect effects upon a resource, then it also has no cumulative effects
upon that resource. According to federal guidance, a cumulative impacts analysis should
focus on resources that are important and relevant (“Count what counts”).
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Time Frame for Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future

Past projects include the development of the existing Idaho 16 Corridor over the past 10 -30
years. Many local roadways in the project area were developed to serve farm-based traffic.
These roads are experiencing increased traffic as new residential areas are developed. Many
of these “farm-to-market” roadway facilities (including bridges) are substandard and
inadequate to support the urban growth that Ada and Gem counties are experiencing.

The present and future Idaho 16 Project will be implemented from now and over the next 30
years as funding becomes available. Several other transportation projects (ldaho 16 projects,
SH 44, SH 55, Eagle Road, etc.) are likely to be developed over this time frame (see figure
33). Of these, only SH 44 improvements are a separate highway project that lies within the
secondary and cumulative impact boundary.

Secondary Impacts

Land Use ~ Will the Idaho 16 Project Induce Land Development? What are the
implications to other secondary environmental impacts?

Existing zoning in most of the project area is rural residential, agricultural/

natural resource (figure 33). Although a few commercial properties currently exist along Idaho
16, new commercial development probably will require land use changes, such as rezoning or
other special use permitting measures.

Future growth areas have not been designated by local land use jurisdictions for most of the
route; however, the City of Emmett has negotiated impact boundaries with Gem County. For
the city of Star, areas designated as Residential Zone District (outside the City boundary)
represent expected growth areas. A current proposal for expanding Star’s impact boundary is
also shown on figure 33. At this writing, it has not received final approval from the Ada County
Commissioners; however, it indicates that land use is changing within the S&C boundary.

For areas outside of Emmett and Star to experience growth, basic infrastructure (roads, water,
power, and wastewater treatment) will be needed. Construction of improvements to Idaho 16,
including frontage and backage roads will increase the potential for secondary growth impacts
by providing access to these lands. As mentioned above, existing local land use plans
generally do not acknowledge this growth potential, however this is changing. It should be
noted that considerable rural residential development already exists from the intersection of
Idaho 16 and SH 44 up to approximately MP 7 (Willow Creek area). Therefore existing
development will benefit from the roadway improvements.

North of MP 7, frontage and backage roads will provide access for existing residents. Water
or sewer services are not provided for the area in and around Freezeout Hill in Gem County.
This hinders the area’s development potential and unless services are provided, this area is
likely to see the least amount of future development.

Whether or not the secondary growth impacts are realized is dependent on the local land use
jurisdictions’ future regulatory decisions and timing of infrastructure improvements. Increased
development, including Idaho 16 improvements, could encourage nearby cities to annex these
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areas, which could speed expansion of existing sanitary sewer and public water supply
systems to areas that rely primarily on septic and well systems.

Frontage and backage roads will be built only to control and preserve access. Where no
access is needed at this time, frontage and backage roads will not be built; however, the ROW
for those areas will be acquired and preserved for future construction. Development will
determine when these sections of roads are constructed. The future construction cost of these
segments will be the responsibility of the developer(s) needing access to Idaho 16.

In summary, Idaho 16 improvements will be one of several important infrastructure
improvements to facilitate land use change from rural to suburban uses in the S&C boundary
area. Land use changes are more likely near the Cities of Star and Emmett and less likely
north of MP 7, unless other infrastructure is provided.

Cumulative Impacts
What other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions will occur?

Gem and Ada County officials were contacted to determine if other actions within the S&C
boundary should be documented in a cumulative impact discussion. The following projects
were identified:

+ Recreation land - 240-acre, 18-hole golf course and 18 acres of new vineyards at the
Winery at Eagle Knoll

+ Trellis residential subdivision — 48 single-family homes near golf course
+ Colton ranch subdivision — 9 single-family homes near Chaparral Road

+ Bella Vista Estates subdivision — 5 single-family homes

Another future project is the SH 44 corridor project. This project’s purpose is to preserve
corridor for highway improvements and it is partially within the S&C boundary.

As long as economic conditions, quality of living standards, the annual growth rate, and
transportation services remain satisfactory, these conditions are expected to continue bringing
new businesses and roughly 2.5 times as many people into the area by 2022 (COMPASS
2004). If the pattern of growth remains unchanged, two-thirds of this anticipated growth will
locate outside built up areas creating the potential for cumulative impacts.

What are the secondary and cumulative impacts of the Idaho 16 project and
these other actions?

Traffic and LOS

Action - Implementation of the Idaho 16 project will improve safety conditions and improve
access to adjacent land through provisions of planned intersections and frontage/backage
roads. The ldaho 16 improvements are expected to support the current growth rate and help
preserve the area’s economic vitality by providing reasonable traffic flow to move goods and
services.
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No-Action — No-Action will result in increased traffic congestion and increased travel times,
associated economic impacts, and a likely increase in traffic accidents.

Air Quality

Action - The 2030 traffic forecast used in air quality modeling for the Idaho 16 project
addresses new vehicle trips associated with future development. Therefore, the potential air
quality impacts of land use changes are addressed in the direct impacts section. Impacts on
air quality are expected to be slightly positive.

No-Action — No-Action will result in increased traffic congestion that will increase
concentrations of air pollutants.

Noise

Action - The 2030 traffic forecast used in traffic noise modeling for the Idaho 16 project
addresses new vehicle trips associated with future development. Therefore, the potential
traffic noise impacts of land use changes are addressed in the direct impacts section.

Impacts on noise from other land use changes (other than traffic) will be dependent on the
specific changes. No other proposed land development projects demonstrate a concern for
cumulative noise impacts. In general, conversion of rural residential and agricultural /
resource lands to more suburban lands will result in noise increases as more people live
closer together.

No-Action — Impacts similar to above, with slower land use conversion.

Geology/Soils

Action - As future land development occurs, impacts related to improper clearing and grading
practices can result in water and air quality impacts from wind-blown dust and
erosion/sedimentation.

No-Action — Impacts similar to above, with slower land use conversion.

Wetlands

Action - As future land development occurs, wetland impacts are related to destruction by
filling and to the volume and quality of surface water runoff discharging to the wetlands.
Impervious surfaces, such as asphalt or concrete, prevent rain and surface water from
infiltrating into the ground. Runoff may be diverted into drainage ditches or pipes for routing to
receiving waters. When watersheds are developed and covered with an impervious surfaces
and the runoff is not adequately stored or managed for water quality, flooding and water
quality problems can damage wetlands.

No-Action — Impacts similar to above, with slower land use conversion.

Environmental Assessment
Idaho 16 Improvement Study 109

w:\2-80-02058\EA\EA_FHW A resubmit (7/13/04) kap



IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
SECONDARY AND CUMULATIVE

Waterways and Water Quality

Action - Watershed development can cause flooding and water quality impacts unless properly
managed. New development is likely to displace existing agricultural land uses, causing a
change in water quality impacts because agricultural water quality impacts are replaced by
residential, commercial, and/or light industrial water quality impacts.

No-Action — Impacts similar to above, with slower land use conversion.

Floodplains

Action - Future development may also result in additional pressure to develop in floodplains.
This is especially true where proposed frontage or backage roads are located in floodplains
(e.g., Floating Feather Road, Farmers’ Union Canal, Chaparral Road intersections).
Unmanaged development in floodplains can result in property damage and public hazards
from flooding.

No-Action — Impacts similar to above, with slower land use conversion.

Vegetation, Wildlife, and Threatened & Endangered Species

Action - Future development may also result in additional pressure to develop in existing
habitat that supports wildlife, including threatened and endangered species. Additional land
clearing without proper management has the potential to impact protected plant and animals.

No-Action — Impacts similar to above, with slower land use conversion.

Land Use

Action - Land use changes in the S&C area are discussed earlier in this section.

As traffic flow and safety improves along Idaho 16 and travel time decreases for commuters,
the demand for residential and commercial property along Idaho 16, particularly near
frontage/backage roads, is expected to increase. The southernmost part of the project area
will likely see the first development opportunities due to its close proximity to Boise.

No-Action — Impacts similar to above, with slower land use conversion.

Farmland and Irrigation

Action - The reduction of acreage of productive farmland may reduce farmers’ ability to
maintain efficient and modern farming technologies because the cost per acre of investment in
new equipment will be higher.

With the frontage/backage roads in place, more development could occur leading to additional
reductions in available farmland. This could make it less economically viable to farm certain
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properties and encourage further conversion to other uses, such as residential or commercial,
reducing the amount of useable farmland.

If additional development occurs, it could also disrupt the irrigation networks and /or decrease
the need for irrigation. This may lead to the eventual abandonment of irrigation infrastructure
in areas where farmlands are converted to other uses.

On the positive side, an improved transportation system will allow farm products improved
access to the marketplace.

No-Action — Impacts similar to above, with slower land use conversion.

Environmental Justice
There are no EJ populations in the project area.

No-Action — Same as build.

Displacements/Relocations

Action - There are no known displacements related to secondary or cumulative land use
changes.

No-Action — Same as build.

Cultural Resources

Action - As future land development occurs, the potential for impacts related to cultural
resources will increase unless properly managed.

No-Action — Impacts similar to above, with slower land use conversion.

Hazardous Materials

Action - New development may result in excavation of site contamination unless properly
managed.

No-Action — Impacts similar to above, with slower land use conversion.

Visual Quality

Action - As future land development occurs, the views of the landscape will be changed from
agricultural/resource lands to suburban lands. For agricultural/resource lands in the northern
area (south of Freezeout Hill), these changes are not consistent with county land use plans.

No-Action — Impacts similar to above, with slower land use conversion.
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Tools to Address Secondary and Cumulative Impacts

A wide range of tools are available to local governments and other agencies to initiate and
manage potential secondary and cumulative impacts associated with the improvements to
Idaho 16. These tools include:

Regulatory Tools

+ Comprehensive Planning
+ Zoning

+ Areas of Impact

+ Land Division Regulation
+ Official Mapping

+ Access Controls

Non-regulatory Tools

+ Land Acquisition

+ Information and Education

Comprehensive Planning

Zoning

Communities in ldaho are empowered to adopt comprehensive or master plans. The ldaho
Statute that enables local comprehensive planning is 67-6508 of the Idaho Statutes.

In the Idaho 16 Improvement study area the local units of government—Ada and Gem
counties and the Cities of Star and Emmett—have adopted comprehensive plans. These
comprehensive plans identify areas where urbanization is expected to occur.

Municipalities in ldaho are enabled to regulate land uses at the local level through zoning.
Through Section 67-6511 of the ldaho Statutes, cities and counties are enabled to adopt local
zoning ordinances. Either city or county zoning regulates all of the land area within the Idaho
16 study area.

Areas of Impact

Through Section 67-6526 of the Idaho Statutes, cities are enabled to adopt ordinances
regulating land uses outside of their municipal limits. Implementation of Areas of impact
requires cooperation between the incorporated municipality, surrounding town(s), and the
county. Both Emmett and Star have adopted an area of impact, as shown on figure 33, which
incorporates portions of the Idaho 16 study boundary.
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Land Division Regulations

ldaho Statutes Chapter 67 enables cities and counties to adopt land division regulations to
control the creation of lots through Subdivision Plats. Cities may unilaterally implement land
division controls within their jurisdictions that extend outside the municipal boundaries but are
within their urban service planning areas. Ada County, Gem County, City of Emmett, and the
City of Star regulate lot creation within the Idaho 16 Study Boundary.

Access Controls

The Idaho Transportation Department has the power to purchase and control access rights to
Idaho 16 and connecting roadways. The proposed alternative for Idaho 16 Improvement
project will have Type IV access control.

Official Mapping

Cities are enabled by Section 67-6517 of the Idaho Statutes to adopt “Future Acquisitions
Map” to reserve land for roads, streets, public transportation facilities, schools, parks or other
public purposes.

Information and Education

The use of more general information and education programs play an important role in
informing the public about land use planning and development issues.

Idaho Transportation Department’s Role

The Idaho Transportation Department continues to work with local communities on access
issues and to encourage local land use planning and growth management. ITD is working with
the City of Emmett, City of Star, Gem County, and Ada County to institute land use planning
and access management controls within the Idaho 16 Study Area.

Table 21 summarizes the potential secondary and cumulative impacts.
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Table 21

Summary of Potential Secondary and Cumulative Impacts

No Action Alternative
Residential Impacts

Action Alternative

Tools to address Impacts

Increase congestion and slow
movement along !daho 16, which would
impede mobility. Discourage
development that might otherwise occur
at in the corridor, which would slow
sewer and water extensions and affect
direction of residential growth.

Would have impact on direction of
growth within Emmett’s and Star's
Impact Planning Areas.

Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Regulations —
The City and County have adopted land use plans and
local zoning and land use controis. The implementation
of these locally adopted land use plans and regulations
will have a much more significant impact on long-term
residential development patterns than the proposed
ldaho 16 improvements.

Areas of Impact — Allows cities to regulate land use
outside cities adopted “city limits.” This is done by
negotiating impact boundaries outside the city limit line
with adjoining cities or the county.

Corridor Planning— ITD will work with Emmett and Star
and Ada and Gem counties to improve access
management and land use planning.

Agricultural Preservation Policies — Most of the area
outside the study boundary is protected by a county
agricultural preservation policy (see agricultural impacts
section of this table) which can be used to lessen the
pressure for residential growth in rural areas outside the
area of impact as shown in figure 33.

Commercial Impacts

Existing travel patterns would remain.
Highway service oriented businesses
would retain the highway related
business. Increased traffic congestion
along the corridor may be perceived as
negative. Current travel patters would
result in higher levels of through traffic.
ldaho 16. This may adversely impact
existing businesses by deterring
potential customers and increasing
costs of delivering goods and services.

improve access to existing
businesses in the area. Will increase
commercial activity in area, attracting
new businesses.

Access Controls — The connecting highways and
roadways along ldaho 16 are planned to be access
controiled. It is the intent of ITD to purchase access
control for frontage and backage roads connecting to
ldaho 16.

Intergovernmental Agreements — Intergovernmental
agreements can be used to promote cooperation among
the highway districts, ITD, Emmett, Star, and Gem and
Ada counties to control access within the study
boundary to help manage commercial developments.

Agricultural Impacts

Would have least impact on agricultural
land — no severing of agricultural land.
Farm to market access would continue

to be congested.

Agricultural land within the urban
service planning boundary near
SH44 is expected to convert to
residential, commercial and industrial
land uses within 20 years. Qutside
the urban service planning areas,
current zoning encourages land
preservation and discourages
conversion of farm land to non-farm
uses.

The County has comprehensive planning that strives to
preserve agricultural land and maintain the rural
character.

Parks and Recreational Impacts

The no-action alternative has no
secondary impacts on parks or
recreation areas within the study
boundary.

The Action alternative has no
secondary impacts to parks and
recreational areas within the study
boundary.
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COMMENTS AND COORDINATION

Public Involvement

The preliminary alternatives and environmental screening results were presented to the
general public, public agencies, and local jurisdictions at four open house meetings held
between March 2002 to September 2003. The meetings were held to provide the public and
agency representatives with an opportunity to view and discuss the alternatives and their
impacts on the environment. The meetings were also intended to provide citizens within the
study area the opportunity to comment on concerns and preferences.

At the first two public meetings in March and October 2002, the project team presented the
four preliminary alternatives: Alternatives 1A and 1B and Alternatives 2A and 2B (figure 5).
These alternatives were evaluated for their ability to meet the project’s purpose and need and
their relative environmental and social impacts. The majority of citizens expressed opposition
to both Alternatives 2A and 2B, due to their comparatively greater impacts on farmlands,
residential properties, and local businesses. Some opposition was also voiced against
Alternatives 1A and 1B.

This opposition prompted ITD to develop a fifth alternative—Alternative 1C (figure 6).
Alternative 1C will follow the existing Idaho 16 highway alignment and will have a combination
of frontage and backage roads. One of the primary advantages of Alternative 1C is that it will
use existing public roads for frontage and backage roads where feasible.

At the last two public meetings in April and September 2003, ITD presented this new
alternative, Alternative 1C. Comments received at the last public meeting were generally
favorable with respect to the new alternative. Comments also focused on project
implementation and the construction time frame for related projects.

In addition to the public meetings described above, ITD also held four Task Force meetings.
Task Force meetings were held during June 2002 and during February, May, and July 2003.
Attendees included representatives of the “Citizens for a Safer Highway 16”, Emmett Jaycees,
the media, and other interested citizens from the area in the southern portion of the project
area.. Feedback from Task Force meetings was also used to refine and develop the various
alternatives and to help select a preferred alternative.

Refer to Appendix D for a complete summary of the public involvement.

Coordination

The public involvement and agency outreach efforts for the Idaho 16 project provide
supporting documentation to this EA. Coordination and consultation has been conducted and

Environmental Assessment
Idaho 16 Improvement Study 115

w:\2-80-02058\EA\EA_FHW A resubmit (7/13/04) kap



IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
SECONDARY AND CUMULATIVE

has played a major role in developing the project alternatives. Local, state and federal
agencies were contacted for input on the Idaho 16 Improvement project. These agencies
include the Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS), Idaho Conservation Data Center, U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, and the State Office of Historic Preservation. In addition, coordination with the Ada
and Gem County Planning and Zoning Departments, and the Ada County Highway District has
been conducted to identify and resolve issues that require the input from the respective
agencies. Letters required from the agencies are included in the section Correspondence and
Supporting Documentation. Additional letters of concurrence are being sought and will be
included prior to the approval of the EA by ITD and the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) as co-signers of the EA. These include the FHWA concurrence on the alternative
screening approach, the section 4(f) evaluations, the final NRCS AD-1006 form, and the
concurrence on the No Effect statements for the species protected under the Endangered
Species Act.
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PROGAMMATIC SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION

Studies and Coordination

Individual and Programmatic Section 4(f) evaluations were prepared to comply with the
Department of Transportation (DOT) Act of 1966 (Bionomics Environmental 2003a and 2003b).
All documents meet the requirements for a programmatic Section 4f and were approved by
FHWA (2004).

Methodology

The National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the preliminary design drawings were
reviewed to evaluate Section 4(f) impacts and mitigation (Bionomics Environmental, Inc.
2003a and 2003b and Mauser 2003).

23 USC 138 states:

“ITlhe Secretary [of the Department of Transportation] shall not approve any
program or project (other than any project for a park road or parkway under Section
204 of this Title) which requires the use of any publicly owned land from a public
park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or local
significance as determined by the Federal, State or local officials having jurisdiction
thereof, or any land from an historic site of national, state, or local significance as
so determined by such officials unless (1) there is no feasible and prudent
alternative to the use of such land, and (2) such program includes all possible
planning to minimize harm to such park, recreational area, wildlife and waterfow!
refuge, or historic site resulting from such use.”

This provision is also known as Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966.
Under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, an evaluation of Section
4(f) resources is required to demonstrate:

1. There is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of such land, and
2. Projects include all possible planning to minimize harm.

Section 4(f) resources were documented by individual and Programmatic Section 4 (f)
evaluations for the Idaho 16 project and are adopted by reference (Appendices F and I).
Programmatic Section 4(f) review is an abbreviated review process that can be used for
resources if they meet certain criteria. Based on a review of the Programmatic Criteria, it has
been determined that Programmatic Evaluation is applicable to all of the NRHP resources.

The Archaeological and Historical Survey Report dated July 30, 2003 concluded that 11 sites
located within the Area of Potential Effect are eligible for the NRHP:
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SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION

= Middleton/Middleton Mill Canal System Drain Ditch 10, District 2

= Pollard Ditch = Foothill Ditch

= Drain Ditch 11, District 2 » Mossman/Revels Farmstead
= Farmer's Union Canal » Mossman Farmstead

= Last Chance Canal = Liberty Grange

» Girdner and Jones Ranch

Of these sites, seven are considered Section 4(f) resources under Section 4(f) of the DOT Act
of 1966. The other four (the Mossman/Revels Farmstead, the Liberty Grange, the Mossman
Farmstead, and the Girdner and Jones Ranch) are NRHP-eligible buildings that will not be
used by the project, and therefore are not considered under Section 4(f).

The Idaho 16 Improvement Study proposes to widen seven existing canal crossings along the
highway and proposes to cross five of the canals with frontage and backage roads on both
sides of the highway.

A Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation of the existing canal crossings was conducted to
evaluate the use of the following canals and ditches in the project area: Pollard Ditch, Ada
County Drain Ditch 11, Middleton Mill Canal, Ada County Drain Ditch 10, Foothill Ditch,
Farmers Union Canal, and the Last Chance Canal. Through the Section 106 process, all of
the proposed crossings were determined to be a minor use of the resource and all crossings
were determined to have no adverse effect on the resources.

A Section 4(f) Evaluation of the new canal crossings, resulting from the frontage and backage
roads was conducted to evaluate the use of the foliowing canals and ditches located in the
area of the frontage roads: Pollard Ditch, Ada County Drain Ditch 11, Middieton Mill Canal,
Foothill Ditch, and the Farmers Union Canal (Bionomics 2003a and 2003b). The proposed
crossing locations have been determined through the Section 106 process to have no adverse
effect on the resources.

Impacts

A Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation for all NRHP eligible sites was conducted to
determine: 1) that there is no other feasible and prudent alternative to such use of NRHP-
eligible properties and 2) that all measures will be taken to minimize harm to each Section 4(f)
property (Bionomics 2003a and 2003b).

Description of 4(f) Resources

Pollard Ditch: A lateral of the Middleton Mill Canal, the ditch was formerly known as Stevens
ditch after Leroy Stevens, a landowner along the ditch. The ditch is eligible for the NRHP
under Criterion A because of its association with the Middieton Mill Canal.

Ada County Drain #11: This ditch was constructed between 1921 and 1929 and is part of the
drainage system regulated by Drainage District #2, formed in 1929. The drain is
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SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION

approximately ten feet wide and five feet deep and is approximately six miles long. The drain
system uses subground water and runoff. The drain is eligible for the NRHP under Criteria A
andC for its association with the agricuitural development of the valley.

Middieton Mill Canal: In the project area, the Middleton Mill Canal includes water from the
Middleton Ditch. The two systems run within the same channel in several locations throughout
the valley. The Middleton Ditch begins at the Boise River and runs northwesterly through the
town of Eagle and into the Star area. The ditch was formed in 1876 and was completed in
1878. By 1900, it extended 15 miles in length, had 12 miles of laterals by 1903 and by 1906,
water rights were received. The Middleton Mill Canal originated in the Middieton area in 1864,
carrying 1,200 inches of water. By 1900, the canal system was twenty miles long, supplying
water to 3,000 acres and running a flour mill. By 1903, the canal had 33 miles of laterals and
in 1906 water rights were received. The system (encompassing both the ditch and the canal)
is eligible for the NRHP under Criteria A and C for its association with the early settlement and
development of the region.

Ada County Drain #10: This ditch was constructed between 1921 and 1929 and is part of the
drainage system regulated by Drainage District #2, formed in 1929. The drain is
approximately five feet wide and five feet deep and is approximately five miles long. The drain
system uses subground water and runoff. The drain is eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP) under Criteria A andC for its association with the agricultural
development of the valley.

Foothill Ditch: A lateral of the Middleton Mill Canal, the Foothill Ditch may also be associated
with the historic Ballentyne Canal to the east of Idaho 16. The “Plan and Profile of Proposed
Payette Highway Emmett Branch Route 16” plan map of 1929 shows the ditch, labeled
“Ballentyne Canal”. The Ballentyne was constructed in 1888. By 1903, it extended 5.5 miles
with 4 miles of laterals. The Foothill lateral may be an extension of the Ballentyne and is
eligible for the NRHP under Criteria A andC for its association with the early agricultural
development of the valley.

Farmers Union Canal: The Farmers Union Ditch Company began in 1894 and by 1899 was
completed to its entire length of 24 miles. In 1903 the canal was 24 miles in length with 59
miles in laterals, and could service about 10,000 acres. The bridge crossing at Idaho 16 is
modern. Bridges are located east of Idaho 16 at the north end of Double S Lane and east of
Idaho 16 in Big Gulch and at the north end of Pollard Lane, and all are modern. Just east of
Idaho 16 and south of the Pollard Lane intersection is a 100-year old historic concrete spillway
that transfers water to an adjacent ditch. That ditch is piped under the highway to water the
fields on the west side. The canal is eligible for the NRHP under Criteria A andC because of
its association with the agricultural development of the Boise River valley and engineering
construction.

Last Chance Canal: Construction began in 1889, beginning from the east side of the Payette
River a half-mile below the present Black Canyon Dam for four miles ending south of Emmett,
and was completed in 1891. The Emmett area boomed when the canal was expanded to
twice its capacity in 1904 and the Boise and Emmett valleys became the richest fruit-producing
areas in Idaho by 1907. The canal is eligible for the NRHP under Criteria A and C because of
its importance in the development of the fruit industry in the Emmett Valley and for
engineering.
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SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION

Project Uses of the 4(f) Resources

The project will add frontage roads along both sides of idaho 16 to provide for farm and
residential access. The following discussion depicts the project uses of the 4(f) properties
where the canals and ditches are already crossed by the highway.

Pollard Ditch: This ditch crosses underneath Idaho 16 via an 18-inch pipe. The ditch is
approximately 4 feet wide and 4 feet deep in the project area and is less than two miles in
length. The existing 2-lane 83-foot crossing (with 84 feet of right-of-way [ROW]) will be
replaced with a new 200-foot crossing on Idaho 16, requiring approximately 122.25 feet of new
ROW. The project also adds a new frontage road to the east that will cross the Pollard Ditch.
This new crossing will require approximately 115 feet of reinforced concrete pipe to be
installed and approximately 166 feet of ROW at the crossing.

Ada County Drain #11: Ada County Drain #11 is approximately ten feet wide and five feet
deep where it crosses underneath Idaho 16. The drain is approximately 6 miles in length. The
project will require a minor use of the ditch because the project involves the widening of Idaho
16. The preferred alternative will require the existing 2-lane 80-foot crossing to be widened to
accommodate the expanded highway. Approximately 132.5 feet of new ROW will be required
by the preferred alternative to accommodate the 200-foot crossing structure. The 48-inch
reinforced concrete pipe will be replaced and extended to the ROW boundaries in close
proximity of the existing crossing location. The project also will require the use of the drain
because the project involves the addition of frontage roads and the realignment of a portion of
the drain. The preferred alternative will require approximately 90 feet of new ROW and
installation of a new 70-foot structure under the new frontage road on the east side of the
highway. The west side frontage road will require approximately 400 feet of the existing drain
to be realigned with an additional 200 foot culvert crossing.

Middleton Mill Canal: The Middleton Ditch and the Middleton Mill Canal run within the same
channel in the project area, and cross under ldaho 16 near MP 0.6. The canal is
approximately 20 miles in length and is approximately 10 feet wide and 10 feet deep in the
project area. The existing 2-lane 40-foot crossing (with 80 feet of ROW) will be replaced with
a new 4-lane 112-foot bridge, requiring approximately 126.25 feet of new ROW. See figure 3.
A new frontage road on the west side of ldaho 16 will require a 2-lane, 55-foot-wide canal
crossing with 112.5 feet of ROW. A new frontage road on the east side of Idaho 16 will require
a 2-lane, 65-foot-wide canal crossing with 118.75 feet of ROW. The frontage roads at the
Middleton Mill crossing are located parallel to the highway.

Ada County Drain #10: Ada County Drain #10 where it crosses underneath Idaho 16 is
approximately five feet wide and five feet deep. The project will require a minor use of the 10-
mile long ditch because the project involves widening ldaho 16 and adding frontage roads.
The preferred alternative will require the existing 2-lane 66-foot crossing (the ditch is piped in a
modern concrete box culvert) to be widened to four lanes to accommodate the expanded
highway. In addition, two adjacent, parallel frontage roads will be located on the east and west
sides of the highway. The existing culvert will be replaced with a larger concrete box culvert
that will accommodate the widened main alignment and the two frontage roads. The preferred
alternative will require the existing 80-feet of ROW to be extended to approximately 220 feet of
new ROW in the vicinity of the canal.
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SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION

Foothill Ditch: The existing 44-foot crossing of the 5.5-mile-long Foothiil Ditch will be extended
to accommodate a wider Idaho 16 at the same location. The existing 2-lane highway will be
widened to four lanes, requiring a new 120-foot-wide box culvert crossing structure, requiring
approximately 129 feet of new ROW. The new frontage roads on the east and west sides of
the highway will cross the ditch, each requiring a new 2-lane, 55-foot-wide box culvert. The
west side crossing will require approximately 106 feet of new ROW, while the east side
crossing will require approximately 84 feet of new ROW. The frontage roads at the Foothill
Ditch crossing are located parallel to the highway.

Farmers Union Canal: The canal is approximately 10 feet wide and 5 feet deep in the project
area and is currently crossed by ldaho 16. The canal is 24 miles in length. The existing
crossing of the Farmers Union Canal is near High Ridge Lane, just past MP 3.0. This existing
40-foot crossing will be relocated approximately 100 feet further north and extended to 130
feet via a new box culvert to accommodate the widened highway. On the east side of the
highway at this location, the canal will be extended approximately 100 feet north with a
concrete lined ditch. The new crossing will require approximately 85 feet of new ROW. A new
frontage road on the east side of the highway will run near High Ridge Lane, requiring a
culvert crossing approximately 75 feet in width and approximately 200 feet of new ROW.

Last Chance Canal: This 4-mile-long canal is 10 feet wide and 8-10 feet deep in the project
area. ltis currently crossed near MP 13. The project will replace the existing 2-lane 50-foot
modern box culvert crossing with a new structure approximately 112 feet in length. The project
will require approximately 87.5 feet of new ROW.

All of the ROW required for the ditch and canal crossings has been minimized and as a result,
none of the crossings constitutes an adverse effect to the resource because the character of
the resource will not be changed. Several other NRHP-eligible properties were recorded in the
project area and have been avoided by the preferred alternative.

Avoidance Alternatives
The following alternatives avoid any use of the historic sites:
e No-Action

* Improve the highway without using the historic sites

e Build improved facility on a new location without using the historic sites

No-Action

The No-Action Alternative has been studied. This alternative is not prudent because it ignores
the basic transportation needs of the project, which consists of adding through travel lanes and
frontage roads to improve driver safety and access for future development along this corridor.
The existing road alignment would remain in its current substandard condition and would not
provide adequate capacity and level of service for future traffic volumes. The current 2-lane
section throughout the project would be maintained and would quickly reach and exceed the
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SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION

capacity of the highway. Vehicles trying to enter the highway from existing and future
approaches would suffer extensive delays. The increasing number of Idaho 16 users would
experience a decline in comfort and convenience in the design year due to the degraded level
of service (the level of service would drop from “D” to “E”) along this stretch of the highway.
This alternative would not provide adequate capacity and level of service for 2030 traffic
volumes and existing and future access would not be improved according to current ITD
Access Policy, both of which are necessary to provide safe driving conditions. The No-Action
Alternative would not meet current and future transportation needs and therefore is not a
viable alternative.

Improvement without using the Section 4(f) Historic Site

This alternative would widen the highway from MP 0.00 to the end of the project at MP 13.927.
The existing canal and ditch crossings, all two-lane structures (either bridge or box culvert
structures), would remain in place and unaltered.

This alternative is not prudent because it ignores the basic transportation needs at each canal
and ditch crossing. The goal of the structure replacement at each site associated with the
preferred alternative is to match the alignment of the highway. This alternative would not meet
the project purpose, which is to upgrade the highway to four lanes with turning lanes to provide
safe driving conditions for users. AASHTO standards indicate that public safety would be
jeopardized if a four-lane facility is narrowed for a short distance (i.e., over a bridge) and then
widened again.

Action Alternative(s) on new location without using Historic Site

Investigations have been conducted to construct the highway on a new location that would
shift the alignment of ldaho 16 to the east and to the west, as well as north and south where
the highway curves near the project endpoint.

Because the historic sites are linear and run perpendicular to the highway, an alternative does
not exist that would avoid the historic canals and ditches in the project area while providing a
north-south travel route between SH 44 and Emmett. Any east or west alternative that begins
at SH 44 and ends in Emmett would require crossing the canals and/or ditches that traverse
the project area. The Middleton Mill Canal, Middleton Ditch, Pollard Ditch and Foothill Ditch
are all part of the larger NRHP-eligible Middleton Mill system, which extends from the Boise
River approximately 3 miles east of the project through Middieton more than 10 miles to the
west (see the attached Site Map). Therefore, there is no other location that is both feasible
and prudent that would avoid the canals and ditches in the area while meeting the project
purpose and need.

The evaluations concluded that there are no feasible and prudent alternatives that will avoid
any and all use of NRHP-eligible canals and ditches.

The FHWA has determined that the Mossman/Revels Farmstead, Liberty Grange, Mossman
Farmstead, and the Girdner Jones Ranch will not be affected as per 36 CFR 800.3.
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SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION

In addition, FHWA has determined as per 36 CFR 800.5 that the Idaho 16 Improvement Study
Preferred Alternative will have no adverse effect on the Pollard Ditch, Ada County Drain Ditch
11, the Middleton Mill Canal, Ada County Drain Ditch 10, the Foothill Ditch, the Farmers Union
Canal, and the Last Chance Canal. The preferred alternative includes all possible planning to
minimize harm and to preserve the historic integrity of the proposed canal and ditch crossing
structures are comparable to the structures that already exist in the same location.

No-Action

Under the No-Action Alternative, no impacts to Section 4(f) resources will occur.

Secondary and Cumulative Impacts

A key influence on the potential for secondary environmental impacts is the relationship of the
proposed action to future land development. This proposed action will provide one key factor
(transportation infrastructure) that can lead to future land development. Please see the more
detailed discussion under Impacts of the Proposed Action Land Use that explains the
relationship of the proposed action to future land development.

New development may result in demolition of historic buildings and more roadway crossings of
historic canals and ditches.

In the absence of specific development proposals or site plans, it is not possible to evaluate
the nature of potential future impacts.
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MITIGATION PLAN REPORT

The engineers and designers who developed the Preferred Alternative took environmental
constraints into account throughout the conceptual design process. The environmental
approach first looked at avoiding environmental impacts. Where avoidance was not possible,
minimization of unavoidable impacts was examined. The efforts to minimize impacts were
evaluated due to the similarity and degree of impacts expected from alternatives screened and
selected for further analysis. Additional measures to avoid and minimize impacts will be
implemented through standard highway construction and maintenance practices. Specific
alignment changes have been incorporated into the preliminary design plans for the Preferred
Alternative based on stakeholder and resource agency involvement. Even with these
commitments, the project will have certain unavoidable impacts. Mitigation measures and
commitments (to avoid, minimize, or compensate for impacts) are described below. A list of
commitments and best management practices (BMPs) identified as mitigation measures
during the development of this Environmental Assessment as well as those standard to any
ITD project were identified for each affected environmental resource. Standard BMPs applied
to roadway construction projects of this type are listed under each resource and will be further
developed during final design.

Air Quality

Mitigation During Construction

*

Accumulated dirt and mud will be removed from the travel lanes prior to use by the
general public.

Spray exposed soil with water during dry weather to minimize wind-blown dust.
Cover soil stockpiles to minimize wind-blown dust during dry weather.

Emission-control devices will be required on all equipment.

Mitigation During Operation

*

ITD will coordinate future development of highway projects in the area with local
entities to improve traffic flow, reduce stop/start actions, and minimize delays and out
of direction travel.

As a cooperating agency to the Wintertime Air Pollution Response Plan (IDEQ 2004),
ITD would continue to support IDEQ by disseminating air quality alert information to
the media and the public and will implement specific actions to reduce pollutants in the
airshed and protect public health.

As needed, ITD would also assist IDEQ in updating the State Implementation Plan for
any new Non-Attainment designations for ozone and/or PM2.5 and in identifying
measures to achieve transportation conformity. At the appropriate time in the future,
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Noise

MITIGATION PLAN REPORT

ITD would prepare a supplemental air quality analysis to address any new air quality
issues for the Idaho 16 project prior to construction.

The quantitative conformity determination for this study may be reevaluated as each
phases of the improvement projects are programmed. Project plans will incorporate
appropriate mitigation measures based on the updated results at that time.

Mitigation During Construction

The following mitigation measures will be implemented:

*

¢

Conduct most construction activities in the urban area will be confined to the hours of
7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. on weekdays.

Require contractor to maintain all mufflers and exhaust systems in proper working
order to control noise from construction equipment.

Mitigation During Operation

*

Noise barriers (walls or berms) were evaluated as a means of reducing noise levels
below the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) at each affected property along the
alignment. Based on ITD cost-effectiveness criteria (cost of noise mitigation not to
exceed $20,000 per residence), noise walls will provide cost-effective mitigation at 31
residences in the vicinity of Substation Road. The preliminary barrier design at this
location is based on the current design of the alternative. The barrier heights
recommended are based on the final grading of the project and are in reference to
the elevation of the roadway. Along the north side of the project, a 9-foot-high barrier
will extend for approximately 750 feet from Substation Road to the east. The barrier
will decrease in height to 7 feet for the next 400 feet. The top of the final northern
barrier segment will be at least 5 feet above the road elevation for 250 feet. The
southern barrier will extend 1,300 feet at 9 feet high and another 500 feet at a height
of 5 feet above the roadway elevation. At $20 per square foot, the north and south
barriers will cost a total of approximately $536,000 (or approximately $17,290 per
benefited receiver). The barriers should be absorptive on both sides toward the road.
One of the primary reasons that noise barrier mitigation is reasonable and feasible at
this location is because interior residential streets provide driveway access to the
respective properties versus Idaho 16. In such situations, a continuous noise barrier
can be constructed.
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SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION

Geology/Soils

Mitigation During Construction

Refer to the Air Quality, Mitigation During Construction discussion for measures to control
wind-blown dust and particulate matter. Other measures to mitigate erosion/sedimentation
and water quality impacts during construction will involve the following:

*

Phase construction and limit the amount of exposed soil at any one time during the
construction sequence.

Schedule work so that clearing and grading activities occur during drier months.

Route construction runoff to temporary treatment ponds or swales to remove
suspended sediments prior to discharge to receiving waters.

Design temporary drainage conveyance ditches to avoid erosion. Stabilize with quarry
spall, gravel, geotextile fabric, mulch, check dams and similar means as site
conditions warrant.

Provide routine inspection and repair of construction runoff BMPs, especially prior to
and following large rain events.

Provide topsoil, mulch, and hydroseeding to stabilize slopes upon completion of finish
grades.

Mitigation During Operation

*

Wetlands

Perform annual inspections following construction to ensure that all slopes and
drainage courses are properly stabilized. Repair and stabilize as needed.

Mitigation During Construction

The following mitigation measures will be implemented during construction:

*

Wetland boundaries will be flagged and wetland protection fence installed prior to
clearing and grading so that the contractor does not inadvertently clear or excavate
wetlands outside the work zone.

A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for Construction Activities will be
prepared and implemented by the contractor. The SWPPP will specify BMPs to be
employed during construction to prevent and/or minimize erosion/sedimentation and
water quality impacts associated with construction runoff. Refer to the Geology/Soils
and Waterways, Mitigation During Construction discussion for additional detail.

Culvert extensions will be provided to accommodate irrigation flows under the
roadway at each irrigation crossing.

10 acres of new mitigation wetlands will be created to compensate for loss of 4.8
acres of impacted wetlands. A conceptual wetland mitigation plan for the project has
been prepared (Entranco 2004).
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+ All areas outside the construction limits will not be touched.

+ Any area within the project limits not required for construction will be flagged and
avoided.

+ Temporary wetland impacts will be rectified by restoring wetland habitat following
construction.

+ Flag wetland boundaries and install wetland protection fence prior to clearing and
grading.

+ Extend culverts to accommodate irrigation flows under the roadway at each irrigation
crossing.

Mitigation During Operation

The following mitigation measures will be implemented to prevent operational impacts:

+ ITD will inspect roadway slopes, drainage ditches, and biofiltration swales annually to
ensure proper performance and to provide maintenance as needed.

+ ITD is currently working with IDEQ on a memorandum of agreement (MOA) for BMPs
pertaining to construction and maintenance in or near surface waters. When the MOA
is approved, it will govern how surface water impacts are reduced and how total
maximum daily load (TMDL) requirements are met.

+ ITD will prepare a Detailed Wetland Mitigation Plan specifying the location and
proposed methods to construct 10 acres of mitigation wetlands. The plan will include
measures to ensure the establishment of wetland soils, hydrology, and vegetation; it
will include contingency measures to be followed in case of failure; and prepare and
implement a monitoring and operation and maintenance plan for the created wetlands.

Waterways/Water Quality

Waterways/Water Quality — Mitigation During Construction

The following mitigation measures will be implemented during construction:
+ Prepare and implement an Spill Prevention and Emergency Response Plan.

+ Install silt fencing prior to clearing and grading to protect existing streams, wetlands
and irrigation canals from construction runoff impacts.

+ Also see the BMPs detailed under Geology/Soils, Mitigation During Construction and
Wetlands, Mitigation During Construction.

Waterways/Water Quality — Mitigation During Operation

The following measures will be implemented to mitigate operational impacts:
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*

For the urban portion of the highway (from Substation Road to the northern project
limit), use infiltration in combination with proposed detention (Washington
Infrastructure Services 2003) to provide water quality treatment. Provide dense
planting of native grasses on the bottom of the detention/treatment facility to enhance
pollutant removal.

For rural roadway segments (south of Substation Road), use grass-lined drainage
ditches and/or biofiltration swales at locations where runoff is concentrated to provide
improved treatment prior infiltration to the groundwater. Use native grass seed mix.
Consider adding topsoil and/or muich to increase water retention and slow percolation
rates to enhance treatment effectiveness prior to discharge to groundwater.

In locations where steep gradients indicate the need for erosion control, provide
quarry spall or biologs to reduce erosion potential. Vegetate banks with native grass
seed mix.

Floodplains — Mitigation During Design and Construction

The following measures will be implemented to mitigate construction impacts on the floodplain.

*

Perform hydrologic and hydraulic analysis to size cross culverts. Size all floodway
cross culverts to pass the 100-year storm and meet the zero-rise requirements of local
ordinances.

During bridge replacement locate all new piers outside the 100-year floodway. Use
hydraulic analysis to evaluate bridge scour and size bridge piers accordingly.

Floodplains — Mitigation During Operation

The following measures will be implemented to mitigate floodplain impacts during operation:

.

Perform annual inspections to determine if flood conveyance and floodways have
been impaired or blocked by sediment deposition or debris. Maintain and repair as
needed, including streambank stabilization. Perform similar inspections after runoft
events of 25-, 50-, and 100-year return frequency.

Vegetation, Wildlife, and Threatened & Endangered Species

Mitigation During Construction

The following mitigation measures will be implemented:

*

Sensitive plant populations will be flagged and protection fencing installed prior to
construction.

Prior to construction, five populations of Aase’s onions will be removed and
transplanted to Unimin Corporation’s native plant preserve near Emmett. They have
successfully demonstrated that the species can be transplanted in reclaimed areas.
Coordination of the timing and techniques used for the relocation would be developed
with the BLM. Monitoring of the transplanted onions will be part of the mitigation.
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MITIGATION PLAN REPORT

+ Only native species will be used to reseed areas following construction.

+ For erosion/sedimentation and water control, see BMPs listed under Geology/Soils,
Mitigation During Construction and Wetlands, Mitigation During Construction.

Mitigation During Operation

+ ITD will provide regular weed control within the right-of-way.

Land Use

Mitigation During Construction

+ Acquire new ROW in a manner consistent with the federal Uniform Relocation and
Assistance Act.

+ Prepare a construction traffic management plan to ensure that two lanes of traffic
remain open throughout the period of construction. The traffic management plan will
include measures to maintain driveway and sidewalk access.

+ Provide information to newspaper, radio, and television media regarding the timing of
construction activities and any temporary lane closures.

Mitigation During Operation

+ ITD will coordinate as needed with future developers and other existing adjacent land
owners regarding access and improvements to frontage and backage roads, signage,
and related improvements.

Farmlands
Mitigation During Construction

+ Provide compensation for farmland propenrty acquisition in accordance with the
Uniform Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Act of 1970 (Relocation Act) to
minimize the impacts caused by this loss.

+ Coordinate preparation of the Construction Traffic Management Plan with local
farmers so that farming operations may continue without interruption.

+ Coordinate with irrigation districts and individual property owners regarding
modifications to irrigation systems for redesign, construction, or replacement during
ROW acquisition. New irrigation system components will be compatible with current
systems. Special consideration will be given to sizing the pipes and ditches
appropriately to carry the necessary quantities of water, including flows expected from
shared water sources.

+ Extend, replace, and relocate culverts, canals, and ditches during the off-season.
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SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION

Mitigation During Operation

+ Asldaho 16 improvement projects are funded, ITD will work with local farmers to
accommodate farm machinery access.

Hazardous Materials
Mitigation During Construction

+ Prepare a Preliminary Site Investigation (PSI) for the Emmett Chevron prior to final
design. Performing a PSI prior to final design completion will give ITD the opportunity
to avoid impacted areas or minimize impacted soil and groundwater disturbance by
“designing around” those areas. By avoiding or minimizing impacted soil and
groundwater disturbance, ITD may realize substantial cost savings relative to
excavating, handling, manifesting, and disposing of a larger volume of impacted media
during construction.

+ Prepare a Spill Prevention and Emergency Response Plan.

+ Include the following language in the Contract Provisions: If subsurface contamination
is found at sites within the project area that were not identified in this study, ITD will
address sites in compliance with applicable federal, state and local environmental
laws and regulations.

Visual Quality

Mitigation During Construction

These measures will mitigate visual impacts during construction:

+ Implement BMPs to reduce impacts from airborne dust as described for air quality,
which could impact visibility during construction.

+ Hydroseed or hand seed exposed soils using native grass seed mix as soon as
possible following final grading.

+ Salvage and replant as much existing roadside vegetation as possible.

+ Incorporate artistic and landscape elements into the proposed noise wall design and
provide opportunities for citizen input particularly those near Viewpoints 7A and 7B.

Mitigation During Operation

No mitigation is proposed. It is anticipated that the new highway and frontage and backage
roads will have the best visual appearance possible using standard ITD design and
construction practices.
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FORMS

The following forms are included in this EA:

+

*

ITD-654 — Environmental Evaluation

ITD-654a — Hazardous Wastes/Materials (HW/M)
Preliminary Site Assessment Checklist

ITD-606 — Access Control Determination
ITD-1500a — Determination of Significance and Effect
AD-1006 — Farmland Conversion Impact Rating

ITD-2784 — NPDES Storm Water Permit Project
Checklist for Construction

Page 133
Page 135

Page 136
Page 137
Page 139
Page 141

Environmental Assessment

Idaho 16 Improvement Study

w:\2-80-02058\EA\EA_FHWA resubmit {7/13/04) kap

131



SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION

Page intentionally blank.
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ITD 0654 (Rev. 12/02) Environmental Evaluation @

Date District Route # City/County

6-25-04 3 SH 16 Eagle/Ada to Emmett/Gem

Project Name Project # Key #

ldaho 16 Improvement Study STP-CM -3330 (105) 8630

Work Authority Program Year Termini (Mp To Mp)

P023170 2006 0.000 t0 13.927

Acres of New Public RW Acres of New Private RIW {Discuss the existing use of R/W to be acquired, plus adjacent land use, zoning,
317 56 development plans, etc. on attached Environmental Summary Sheet)

Tribal Impact Public interest Expected?

[ Cuttural [] Archeological [] Reservation [X] None Yes [ ]No

Air Quality

] Attainment Area Non-Attainment Area [ CO PM Exempt Project [ Yes No
Type One Project (i.e., New Location, Substantial Alignment Change, Addition of a Through-Traffic Lane) Yes [INo
Construction Impacts Requiring Special Provisions (Enter Details on Reverse Side ) Yes [1No
Program Year 2002 Design Year 2030

ADT 9000 DHV 692 % Trucks 4 Posted Speed 65 ADT 18100 DHV 1672 % Trucks 6 Posted Speed 65
Distance of Nearest Noise Receptor to Centerline

Existing 66 feet Proposed 66 feet

Project Purpose and Benefits

Double mark (xx) only the item that best describes the Primary Reason for Proposing this Project
Single mark (x) all Other Relevant ltems

xx_ Maintain/improve User Operating Conditions _ Enhance Accessibility for the Disabled/Safety

X Maintainimprove Traffic Flow ____ Enhance Pedestrian Safety and/or Capacity

x__ Time Savings ____ Enhance Bicycle Safety and/or Capacity

x__Increase Capacity __ Traffic Composition Enhancement (e.g., Truck Route, HOV Lane, Climbing Lane)
x__ Reduce Congestion —__Visual/Cultural Enhancement (e.g., Landscaping, Historic Preservation)

X Reduce Hazard(s) ___ Environmental Enhancement (e.g., Air Quality, Noise Attenuation, Water Quality)

Reduce Highway User Operating Costs Economic Prudence (e.g., Repair Less Expensive than Replacement, B/C Ratio)
Other, List (e.g., Driver Convenience and Comfort regarding Rest Area Projects)

Check Any of the Following That Require Avoidance, Minimization, or Discussion (if Yes, describe in the Environmental
Document or CE)

Yes No Yes No

1. Noise Criteria Impacts* X M| 17. Threatened/Endangered Species* DY O
2. Change in Access or Access Control P4 O [ uisted [J Proposed 0
3. Change in Travel Pattems X [ 18. Air Quality Impacts O X
4, Neighborhood or Service Impacts K 0O 19. Inconsistent With Air Quality Plan B 0O
5. Economic Disruption A X 0O COse OTP
6.  Inconsistent W/Local or State Planning X [ 20. Stream Alteration/Encroachment** B O
7. Minorities, Low Income Populations X O O wWDR. [1F&G [X COE {404)
8.  Displacements* R O 21. Flood Plain Encroachment* B O3
9.  Section 4(f) Lands-DOT Act 1966* O [ Longitudinal Traverse

(i.e., Public Parks/Rec Areas/Tralils, 22. Regulatory Floodway ] O

Wildiife/Waterfowl Refuges, Wild or PE Cert. & FEMA Approval [] Revision

Scenic Rivers, Historic Sites/Bridges,

Archaeological Resources 23. Navigable Waters** 0
10. LWCF Recreation Areas/6(f) Lands* 0 K [ ca (sec9) [J COE (sec 10) [J Dept. Lands
1. Section 106-Nat. Hist. Preserv. Act* X O 24. Wetlands* X O
12. FAA Airspace Intrusion** O & [ Jurisdictional* (404) [<) Non~Jurisdictional
13. Visual Impacts X O 25. Sole Source Aquifer O X
14.  Prime Farmland*, Parcel Splits X 4 [ Exempt Project [] Non-Exempt**
15. Known/Suspected "Hazmat" Risks ] 26. Water Quality, Runoff Impacts O
16.  Wildlife/Fish Resources/Habitat** X O 27. NPDES-General Permit X O

(If no, complete sediment-erosion conirol plan)

*If yes to these items, supplemental reports or documentation are required (e.g., Relocation Report; Wetlands Determmatlon/Fmdmg, Fish and
Wildlife Species List Update; SCS Form AD-1008, Biological Assessment, elc.)

*If yes 1o these items, a letter of input is required from the appropriate agency.
Page 1 of 2
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Recommendation
[] A. The project does not individually or cumulatively have a significant adverse effect on the human environment
(Categorical Exclusion) []23 CFR 771.117(c), i.e., Special and Programmatic
123 CFR 771.117(d), i.e., FHWA Approval
X B. There is insufficient information to support A above or no precedent exists. (Environmental Assessment)
[ C. The project will result in a significant effect on the human environment. (Environmental Impact Statement)

Prepared By (Consultant, District Environmental Planner, or LHTAC Signature*) Date

Reviewed By (District Environmental Planner, Project Development Engineer, or LHTAC Signature*) Date

*One Signature by a Planner and one by Engineer or Consultant

Construction Impacts Requiring Special Provisions

Project Description (if not attached)

Page 2 of 2
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moossz (rev. 1203 Hazardous Material (HM) Administrative Review

Complete all sections. Attach additional sheets and/or maps as needed to provide information pertinent to the proposed project.

Project Number Key Number District
STP3330 (105) 8630 3

Project Name/Location

Idaho 16 Improvement Project- Emmetit

Mark features involved in this project

New RW Subsurface utility relocation

X] Excavation 24 Structures (buildings, bridges, etc.)

[J Railroad involvement X Other (list):
Contacts (Contact each of the following and provide information below)

Contact Name Date Summary
EPA
Mr. Mark Van Kleek June 2002 See ISA report, Entranco July 2002

DEQ

Heatth Dept.

Review of Published Lists (Review all lists. Check off as they are reviewed and note findings in right hand column)

>DXJ  NPL See ISA report, Entranco July 2002
X]I CERCLIS See ISA report, Entranco July 2002
X] CERCLIS/NFRAP See ISA report, Entranco July 2002
X] RCRA Corrective Actions See ISA report, Entranco July 2002
IX RCRATSD See ISA report, Entranco July 2002
[1 RCRA Generators
[l ERNS
SWLF See ISA report, Entranco July 2002
Xl  LUST See ISA report, Entranco July 2002
>} UST See ISA report, Entranco July 2002
Windshield Survey (List and comment on suspect land uses/operations identified.)
Person(s) Performing Survey £ Survey Date
Kelly Kading June 2002
Results

See ISA Report, Entranco, July 2002. Active LUST site located Northeast comer'of SH16 and South Washington Av, North of project, south
of Emmett. Plume extends beneath intersection. Active remediation system at site. Groundwater bery shallow (3-5 feet below existing
grade) .

HM conclusion (No evidence or low probability of encountering HM; evidence of probable HM (Phase 1), warrants more
detailed assessment/sampling/testing (Phase 1l); site will be avoided without further analysis, elc.)

Project warrents more detailed assesment of the Emmett Chevron / fmr Jarmin’s Sinclair LUST site.
Recommended PSI at the site to determine the extant and severity of impacts.

HM Review Conducted By (Print Name) Company
Kelly Kading Entranco
Signature

%’ Date
Z July 8 2002
@VQ ) | uy
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(TD0S06. (Rev: 801) ACCESS CONTROL DETERMINATION @

Project Number STP-CM-3330{105) Key Number 8630 _Disiﬂcl 3
- yocati_o_n Ada & Gem Counlties _
Rmzte Number ~ State Highway B _ Functional Classiication Pnnciﬁke Arterial -{Mullihie Lane)
Design Yzar 2030 | ADT 18,100 DHY 1810 Design Speed 70, 60 mph
' __ ACCESS CONTROL _ 7 :
_ Limits iz Type
MP 0.000 — MP 12,200 - Type IV — Rural
MP 122 -MP 13927 - | Typev-Urban

Exceptions arc n:quzsted Eo: the following:

+ Al fmm’age and backngu maf} aceess points are set back 660" from SH-16. ‘This does not meet the current Type 1V
: Mmimum apgtaach apacmg a_t 1320‘ 5

i he Beacon nght is rongh}v 4800", The: dlstancc bctwecn the
access pumis du meet t‘hE Tvpt v mbah access spa mg

Dale
B
inge | __ Dale
yDesgnogineer Dato
"';;;_mﬁuﬁm Clginal - Tran«;pmauon Planning Administrator ; 5 Aamn s
ik Copies -HO Tralfic Roadway Design PDE Distiict Right of Way Distdct  Traffic District
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“OfST__: PROJENG ENVPLAN MATLENG HQ: ENVSECT ENV RD EC
i mECAED ‘;Jdaha Transportation 'Dega'r_tmenb%tate Historic Preservation Office 0CT
I DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE AND EFFECT o
L5 }i QET ’2 z ?ﬂﬂq - —— = - _' D!"-’lsl(‘?‘ils;‘:&gﬂiqnﬁwﬁ :
: ;31'01881 ‘Ejﬁégz Q}ME. mprovement Study ; ijecﬁ‘io . STP-3330 165}
Djs!{ict 3 }(gy No. 8630 Coun'ij,"i Aﬂa Gam F ';_iz_'d_thé_S_ Consuftant Laurie Mauser
CLEARANCE AUTHORIZED WITHOUT SURVEY PA. ER. DR oo :
.Determinanon of Ehglbilaiy | Site Numbars | e
S No'SREs-

1 _ SH16-02, 03, 05-08, 70,419,136,
; x Not aifgm]e : '18:22, 01-19053, 01-19054, 10A4. | See sitachad
- - 172, 10GM-218, 106172 :

Pat&:-ntlaily ehglbie
SH1B-01, SH15-04, sr—Ss-ola
s SHIE12, SH-1B-17, SHIB-18, | | .
X -Ehg'b!-e' - SH16.23, SH16-24, 0101505, | o8 Bnach=d

QEG1E049, 01-15326

| Delsrmination of Effect

___Nosite(s) :
x There wl]! be no effact to the following site(s) because:
Sites

Rai:onaie i

ﬁ_ﬁ:‘;sde rmpact zone
o[ ctfpi__'

L Siate Historic Presefvation Officer

Environmental Assessment
Idaho 16 Improvement Study 137



Jan-27-04 09:30 Bionomics Env

P_02

laaho Transportation Department/State Historic Preservation Office
DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE AND EFFECT

Pm}scz T?ﬂe . Fwe Out Hilll Passing Lanes, Gom Cnly .ijec.iﬂo;w 5TP-3330{102)
- jct | 3 | Key# T o County : Gem Fia!d Noles | NPetersen
CLEARANGE AUTHORIZED WITHOUT SURVEY  PA__ _Other
%@?ﬁ?ﬂ?mﬂ of | SteNumbes |  Commens

& e

s i e R

_X_ Not Eligible FO3,FO4,FO5,FO-6

__Potentially Eligible | R e

_X_ Eligible FO.2, FO7, (FO-1¥106M218 | ORT ez O RIT {31 Black Canyon Canial, 1862 Gooda h‘aa Ut ot Wagsn Rd
Determination of Effect ' B :

__Nosftes:
X Thm will ba no effect to the following sites because:
Ratlonale siles. :
_X_ Outside the project area: IFOAVGIEYG218 1882 Gaotales CULMIWeGON FD - -

__ Outside impact zons:
Final pm}ect pians wﬂl avam

_ :f/«'/o,.{

/Data
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Us. D:épa'mﬁem of Agriculture

FARMLAND CDNVERSlON IMPACT RATING

PART | (i (*a be cemp!e!sd by Federz! Agsncy) Do CF WEﬂwﬂnﬂmﬁ
Nere OfPoled ' : Fedsral Agtrey lmdm%
Pmpcsadi,arﬁ U | _ my RndSle _

| Datg. R&qumﬁame& ay h’ﬂ::s :

CHJ h&sﬁa cantain pfu'ns.u iqu& staiehirie or Eacal‘ ;

Bin prime; u oriant farmland? Yoz, Mo mmﬂﬂ MW@FWW
[ifno; f:‘mFPPA-dnssmrappty damfcnmp!etsaﬁ%,_ﬁ a!p ﬁ'

: Name 0{ Lwd! &%3 Azaesmert &mﬂ'ﬁ
Lo BB

[ sieA ]

A Totar!ssras Ta Ba CGmm;tsa E‘*H‘ec.".i'j

R Te[aiﬁcrea ’T'n Ea Cnntmﬂad indlreﬂty

Ftegs 3 P’emant C*[ SIL‘B aeing F e s
i Pmtm:bun Pmb}dad By Slalaﬁnd mcaiﬁmarmnent
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